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ABSTRACT 
 
This essay examines the portions of 11Q5 (The Great Psalms Scroll) that correspond to 
Psalm 119 and compares them as variants from MT (as representative of Proto-MT, 
discussed within) with the intention to test Eugene Ulrich’s absolute statement that there are 
no “sectarian variants” in the biblical Dead Sea Scrolls. It employs a comprehensive survey 
of the variants (morphological, orthographic, phonological, “real” variation and physical 
variation due to erasure and/or correction) in its search for theologically motivated variation, 
which it then tests against theological themes as found in 1QS and more general theological 
themes of broader Second Temple Judaism. As a secondary endeavor, it more clearly defines 
Ulrich’s apparent understanding of what the term “sectarian variant” signifies and seeks to 
draw attention to the practice of assuming against sectarian variation until proven otherwise; 
it argues for a more balanced approach of “no designation without scholarly evidence.” The 
essay includes extensive charts of the variants, divided into “variant types” for ease of 
reference. 
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PART I: INTRODUCTION 
 
 
In 2002, Eugene Ulrich made the absolute statement that there are no sectarian variants in 
the biblical Dead Sea Scrolls.1 This may well have been in reaction to over-zealous theories 
and unfounded claims proffered early on in DSS research. Ulrich’s statement was taken 
with great import and little seems to have been said of it in the decade following its 
publication. The effect compliments Ulrich, as a testimony to the high esteem in which we 
all hold him. The course of scholarship, however, is to hypothesize, test, and hypothesize 
again. It is therefore – with great respect for Ulrich – that I shall nonetheless endeavour to 
show that there is the possibility, even a cautious probability, that the biblical Dead Sea 
Scrolls, specifically11Q5, contain sectarian variants.2  
The clearest manner in which to present my goal is to use a courtroom metaphor: 
Ulrich has brought an indictment against the biblical DSS, accusing them of containing no 
sectarian variants. My assumed role is as defence attorney. It is not my goal to present 
definitive proof of sectarian variants, but to present a reasonable doubt against Ulrich’s 
indictment. To aid in this endeavour, I shall abide by Ulrich’s stated rules and definitions. 
Rather than changing the playing field by introducing my own preferred definitions of such 
key terms as “sectarian variant,” for example, I shall instead define it based on Ulrich’s 
definition and/or use of it in the primary article in question. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Eugene Ulrich, “The Absence of ‘Sectarian Variants’ in the Jewish Scriptural Scrolls Found at 
Qumran” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (Edited by Edward D. 
Herbert and Emanuel Tov London: The British Library & Oak Knoll Press, 2002), 179. 
 
2 This document is also called 11QPSa, but I shall use the title “11Q5” for the duration of this essay.	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I shall attempt to achieve this goal by following several steps to take us from (1) a 
detailed review of Ulrich’s article and portions of other relevant scholarship to (2) a brief 
summary of archaeological and dating evidence (and presuppositions) as well as a brief 
discussion of potential problems regarding a study like this – and sectarian variants in 
general – as proposed by Ulrich to (3) a survey discussion of the morphological, 
orthographic, non-sectarian and probable-sectarian real variant features of the scrolls to (4) 
an analysis of the real variants as a group within Psalm 119 of 11Q5, followed by 
concluding remarks. Ulrich focussed his attention on the c. 230 biblical scrolls as a whole – 
a telescopic/survey view, with a few selected examples. He ignored the subtler variants, 
such as orthographic and morphological alterations, leaving them for later examination by 
others. This study picks up that baton. In order to facilitate a more detailed consideration of 
the issue, this essay will focus on a microscopic view of a sample text, the variants in Psalm 
119 of 11Q5 only.3  
It is important to remember that the purpose of this essay is not to prove the 
existence of sectarian variants in the Dead Sea Scrolls, but rather to prove the possibility or 
to suggest a cautious probability that such variants might exist, regardless of the difficulties 
surrounding the gathering of definitive proof. It is not my goal to refute Ulrich’s statement 
outright, but rather to prompt a qualification to it.  He states that any argument for the 
existence of a sectarian variant requires “clear and thorough-going proof.”4 True enough, 
but to claim absence of such incidents requires an even heavier burden of proof: 
consideration of the total corpus and demonstration that all variants have a nature other than 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 179. 
 
4 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 181.	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sectarian. Ulrich has not provided this proof (nor, to my knowledge, has anyone else). To 
prove the presence of such variation requires the burden of only one instance. To prove 
possible existence of sectarian variation requires just one variant that cannot be proven to 
be otherwise. This latter is my goal. I shall explore some candidates in sections II and III 
below.  
At the very least, this essay should serve to explore the selected text portions in a 
manner that might serve as an example of what is needed throughout the biblical DSS 
corpus before a statement such as Ulrich’s can be made with scholarly validity. 
 
 
Review of the Literature 
This essay will focus on premises, guidelines and conclusions as presented in Eugene 
Ulrich’s article “The Absence of ‘Sectarian Variants’ in the Jewish Scriptural Scrolls Found 
at Qumran.” Also included in this literature review are several supplementary articles which 
I will discuss, each in part as the sections pertain to this study. 
Ulrich begins with an anecdote that when originally asked to write the article he 
replied “somewhat ungraciously” that his article would require a single page only, as there 
were no sectarian variants about which to write.5 He went on to suggest a paper on the 
absence of these variants and his proposal was accepted.  
His article focuses on biblical scrolls in order to, in his words, “ensure clarity of 
focus and usefulness of results.”6 He then states his focus as being “on individual textual 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 179. 
 
6 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 179. 
	   4	  
variants in the attempt to discover variants that were sectarian in origin or motivation.”7 He 
omits discussion of orthographic differences, variant literary editions and disputed books, 
routine variants such as initial waws and the like, and whether or not disputed books were 
considered authoritative in certain Jewish parties as opposed to others – though he does 
consider these topics as “ripe for detailed investigation.”8 
Ulrich states that the MT and the Pharisaic party are not the principal points of 
comparison or reference in the Second Temple period.9 He states that, since the biblical text 
at that point in time was pluriform, and that its pluriformity was widely accepted, there is 
no status quo text or reference point from which to compare sectarian variation.10 He states 
that there was no P-MT of the Tanak, or “at least it remains to be demonstrated that there 
was a ‘P-MT’” in the late Second Temple period “in the sense of a unified, identifiable 
collection of texts that together (in contrast to other texts) would move ahead through 
history and become the Masoretic collection of texts that emerged in the sixth to ninth 
centuries.”11 He states flatly “There was no standard text.”12 It is on this basis that he 
declares the inability to categorize texts from this period as aberrant.13 He then places social 
value on the Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes and other late Second Temple period Jewish 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
7 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 179. 
 
8 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 179. 
 
9 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 180. 
 
10 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 180. 
 
11 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 180. 
 
12 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 180.	  	  13	  Ulrich, “The Absence,” 180. 
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groups as each being more or less equal in authority and impact in the period, that each 
group is a ‘sect’ inasmuch as is any other.14  
He claims that if one group “tampered” with the text of Scriptures in order to 
promote its views, it would be open to “immediate, demonstrable refutation.”15 This is 
based on drawing a parallel between the dispute regarding the differences in Greek and 
Hebrew texts which became apparent during religious debates a “short time” after the 
period in question, when both rabbinic and Christian leaders began the recension process of 
“‘correcting’ Greek texts ‘back’ toward the ‘original’ Hebrew text,” which he states was 
soon assumed to be the contemporary rabbinic text traditions that became the Masoretic 
Text.16 Ulrich admits that it is entirely possible that an ancient scholar might create a 
sectarian variant, but that such an action would not be problem-free and so any scholar 
making such a claim would need “clear and thorough-going” proof.17  
Ulrich’s next section focuses on examples of sectarian variants,18 which he draws 
from the Samaritan Pentateuch, specifically the Deuteronomistic phrase in which MT and 
LXX have “the place where the Lord will choose” and SP has “the place where the Lord 
has chosen;” the extended SP in which a long commandment is added stipulating the 
building of an altar on Mount Gerizim; and the use of “Mount Ebal,” in Deuteronomy 27:4, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
14 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 180. 
 
15 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 180. 
 
16 Ulrich, “The Absence,”181. 
 
17 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 181. 
 
18 I will discuss the significance of the term “sectarian” in more detail below. It must suffice for now 
to consider a “sectarian variant” any variant that is theologically driven and unique to a particular sect.  
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as a “double sectarian variant,” first in SP and again in MT.19 He notes that each of these 
readings were 1) Secondary, 2) clearly intentional, 3) particular to the Samaritans (or at 
least to the “northern worshippers”), except for the Mount Ebal reading, which was 
“specifically and jarringly anti-Samaritan” and 4) that the specifically Samaritan theme “is 
found repeated.”20 He then includes examples of some non-sectarian variants, such as a 
theological insertion to 4QJudga, and a variant in 4QSama and designates each of these as 
attributable to Judaism in general, and therefore not sectarian.21 
His next section focuses on the manuscripts of the Jewish Scriptures found at 
Qumran, for which he states there is “too much to discuss and nothing to report.”22 He 
states that the prophetic books are most fertile for this sort of variation and lists 
Deuteronomy, Isaiah, Psalms and Daniel as the most widely attested at Qumran.23 Of 
Isaiah, he estimates a thousand variants, all of which he designates as non-sectarian, and 
discusses a few of them with some detail.24 For the book of Psalms he mentions the 
existence of over 500 variants, stating that “by far the most instructive” are at the level of 
literary editions.25 Several examples are given. The others he designates as “often 
frustratingly small and meaningless,” and all non-sectarian in nature.26 Finally, he discusses 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
19 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 181. 
 
20 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 182. 
 
21 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 182. 
 
22 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 183. 
 
23 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 183. 
 
24 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 183. 
 
25 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 185. 
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Daniel, with its close to seventy variants, as having no variant that “should be considered 
partisan to any group in Judaism.”27 He states that he has found no other variant in the Dead 
Sea Scrolls that he would classify as a sectarian variant.28  
Ulrich then moves on to manuscripts with the strongest evidence of having been 
copied at Qumran. He discusses 4QSamc, using the low level of scribal skill as possible 
evidence that the copyist was a group leader, rather than a professional or designated 
copyist.29 Ulrich highlights the many mistakes made by the scribe and yet states that the 
readings produced are “despite his high rate of errors, corrections, and insertions… still 
superior to the Masoretic textus receptus.30 He also states that, “when the focus sharpens to 
specifically sectarian variants, again the indicator falls to zero.”31 He determines likewise 
for 4QTestimonia and for a correction in 1QIsaa.32  
He then concludes that his article is an “attempt to discover textual variants that 
were ‘sectarian’ in origin or motivation” and that this question, “so obvious, so instinctual, 
so needing to be asked,” is nonetheless faced with “evidence and logic” that “point toward a 
negative answer.”33 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 185. 
 
27 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 187. 
 
28 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 187. 
 
29 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 187. 
 
30 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 187. 
 
31 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 187. 
 
32 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 188. 
 
33 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 191. 
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To briefly summarize a book like Emanuel Tov’s Textual Criticism of the Hebrew 
Bible is a difficult task and I will not do it justice here. Rather I will note the aspects in 
which my study is reliant on Tov’s work and where his scholarship informs my conclusions 
and may conflict with those of Ulrich (as of the date of this writing).  
I draw on Tov’s work for my understanding of textual traditions in the Second 
Temple period. Tov discusses the proposed  textual tradition,34 the Samaritan Pentateuch 
and pre-Samaritan Pentateuch,35 and the nature of the texts at Qumran. Most notably in this 
last category is the proposal of a Qumran Scribal Practice identified by several 
characteristics, including the occurrence of scribal marks, especially cancellation dots;36 the 
use of initial-medial letters in final position;37 and the writing of the divine names together 
with other appellations in Palaeo-Hebrew script.38 
Finally, Tov includes a brief discussion of “Theological Exegesis” which outlines 
appropriate guidelines when considering theological motivations for translation equivalents, 
harmonisations, expansions/omissions and other redactions.39 
 
Eugene Ulrich’s “Multiple Literary Editions: Reflections Toward a Theory of the 
History of the Biblical Text” includes some interesting insights into Ulrich’s scholarly 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
34 Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 2nd Ed. (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001), 
22. 
 
35 Tov, Textual Criticism, 81, 94. 
 
36 Tov, Textual Criticism, 213. 
 
37 Tov, Textual Criticism, 210. 
 
38 Tov, Textual Criticism, 216, 220. 
 
39 Tov, Textual Criticism, 127. 
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presuppositions. He discusses the implication of lack of extant evidence, calling it 
“regrettable and daunting,” but stating that it “should not excessively intimidate us” and 
that discussion of the topic of the history of the biblical text “should not be limited to the 
evidence that we happen to have available, or we will not succeed in the task of 
reconstructing that history.”40 His exposition of variant literary editions (which follows in 
the same article) is based on the premise that if conjecture is all we have, then conjecture 
must be fully employed.41 
He states that prior to the discoveries at Qumran, we had clues as to three major 
textual traditions: SP, LXX and MT.42 He dates the commencement of the translation into 
Greek to c. 280 BCE (Torah) and estimates its completion sometime after the next two 
hundred years.43 He describes the traditional use of variant versions as “polemical” but 
more recent use as evidence that multiple forms existed (and were commonly used as 
functionally interchangeable) in the Second Temple period.44 He discusses the example of 
four lines from 4QPaleoExodm.45  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
40 Eugene Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions: Reflections toward a Theory of the Biblical Text” in 
The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (Boston: Eerdmans, 1999), 100.  
 
41 This is a potentially dangerous undertaking, even if sometimes necessary for progress in historical 
reconstruction. There may be a tendency for accepting one’s own conjectures as valid, while dismissing those 
of others as unfounded, unscholarly, and therefore invalid. In some instances, it might be better to accept that, 
though a reconstruction is desirable and an accurate one useful, there is simply none to be had based on extant 
data. Though well beyond the purview of this essay, further study on the impact of such speculation and the 
potential benefits of maintaining what I will call “conscious ignorance” of certain ancient circumstances must 
be undertaken. 
 
42 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 101. 
 
43 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 101. 
 
44 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 101. 
 
45 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 102. 
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Ulrich states that “variant literary editions” are key to understanding the history of 
the texts.46 He encourages two steps: (1) sift out the orthographic differences and minor 
textual variants47 and (2) study the [remaining/major] individual textual variants.48  
Ulrich’s definitions are also worth consideration. He defines a “literary edition” as 
“a literary unit – a story, pericope, narrative, poem, book, etc. – appearing in two or more 
parallel forms (whether by chance extant or no longer extant in our textual witnesses49), 
which one author, major redactor, or major editor completed and which a subsequent 
redactor or editor intentionally changed to a sufficient extent that the resultant form should 
be called a revised edition of the text.”50 Ulrich does not give guidelines as to what “a 
sufficient extent” is in his estimation, except to say that a pattern of individual variants – 
even if introduced over time – might eventually constitute a variant literary edition.51 He 
alludes to Punctuated Evolution as a means of describing the process of “faithful 
transmission” and “evolutionary leaps to a new, revised, and expanded edition of biblical 
books.”52 
With respect to orthographic variation, Ulrich downplays the importance and 
proposes that they should be ignored, at least initially, in order that the major variants might 
be more easily identified and studied; he rejects the term “Qumran [Scribal] practice” as 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
46 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 106. 
 
47 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 106. 
 
48 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 107. 
 
49 It is not made clear how he would determine a non-extant parallel. 
 
50 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 107. 
 
51 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 109. 
 
52 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 108. 
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misleading.53 In a discussion regarding proposals of a “proto-MT” and the validity of 
comparisons to it (as to a norm), Ulrich accepts this only as far as it is also understood and 
accepted that the “proto-MT” in question was a multiform collection of texts with variants 
among them.54 
Finally, Ulrich closes with a response to Lawrence Schiffman’s proposal that some 
scrolls might best not be categorized as biblical (in “our sense” of the term55) or perhaps 
should be classified as biblical only to a specific sect.56 Ulrich uses 11Q5 – a scroll which 
Schiffman considered “liturgical” rather than “biblical” – to illustrate this situation.57 Ulrich 
refutes Schiffman’s proposal with several convincing arguments, and concludes that 11Q5 
should be classified as a “truly biblical manuscript, though a variation,58 of the Psalter.”59 
 
The next article, Ulrich’s “Pluriformity of the Biblical Text, Text Groups, and 
Questions of Canon” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, (1999) begins 
with the identification of “the question dominating the discussion of the biblical text” at the 
time: how to explain “the pluriformity observable in the biblical manuscripts from Qumran, 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
53 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 111. 
 
54 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 114. 
 
55 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 115. 
 
56 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 115. 
 
57 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 115. 
 
58 In light of his previous discussion, this qualification seems mainly due to alterations in ordering 
and other attributes of the scroll – such as the omitted verses from Psalm 119 – not in relation to included 
verses of Psalm 119 specifically or to a significant degree. Since this study focuses on the included verses 
only, this designation should not be problematic to the thesis. 
 
59 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 120. 	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the MT, and the versions.”60 Ulrich specifies that this article is not a finished “position 
paper” but rather an” interim perspective” of the state of research in his mind at the time.61 
He discusses the various versions chosen by each group and states that these particular 
textual traditions were chosen for “accidental” reasons – such as language preference or 
polemical considerations – rather than conscious choices based on content.62 Ulrich goes on 
to point out the subsequent conscious and intentional redaction of texts by the groups 
involved, but maintains that these changes were not confessional or based on particular 
ideas held by particular groups.63 
Ulrich then discusses the process of analyzing these variants, dividing them into 
three main groups: Orthographic Readings, Individual Variant Readings and Variant 
Editions of Works.64 He concludes his article with some examples from the Book of Daniel 
and with a call for development of better and more precise terminology in this area of 
study.65 
 
Ulrich’s article “The Bible in the Making” in The Bible at Qumran: Text, Shape, 
and Interpretation (2001) opens with the statement that “we should probably not think of a 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
60 Eugene Ulrich, “Pluriformity of the Biblical Text, Text Groups, and Questions of Canon” in The 
Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible Edited by Peter W. Flint. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans and Brill, 
1999), 80.	  
 
61 Ulrich, “Pluriformity,” 81. 
 
62 Ulrich, “Pluriformity,” 84. 
 
63 Ulrich, “Pluriformity,” 85.	  
 
64 Ulrich, “Pluriformity,” 86. 	  
65 Ulrich, “Pluriformity,” 92-98. 
	   13	  
“Bible” in the first century CE at Qumran or elsewhere.”66 He describes the state of 
Scripture at that point as a collection of scrolls, of which the Book of Psalms is the most 
plentiful extant book at Qumran, with 37 copies.67 The later concept of ‘canon,’ by which 
some books are “in” and others “out” is not clearly represented by extant evidence from 
Qumran and those books with greater authority varied from group to group.68 Ulrich 
discusses the status of Psalms at Qumran, highlighting their prophetic status and comparing 
it to the prophetic status given them by the early Christians, which eventually developed 
into a separate category, called the Ketubim or the Hagiographa.69 The works comprising 
the Torah, he states, were firmly set as authoritative, but “those nearer the periphery were 
still finding their place.”70 
With regard to variation, Ulrich states that a safe assumption is that no two 
manuscripts of any book in antiquity were ever exactly alike.71 Aside from orthographic 
updating and minor variation, which he posits usually contain no real alteration of meaning, 
Ulrich discusses the variant literary edition, which he states can teach us a great deal about 
ancient transmission of the biblical text.72 He concedes that there were scribal practices that 
were intended to copy the texts as accurately as possible, but explains that there were also 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
66 Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making” in The Bible at Qumran: Text, Shape, and Interpretation (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 51-66.  
 
67 Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making,” 53. 
 
68 Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making,” 54. 
 
69 Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making,” 56. 
 
70 Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making,” 57. 
 
71 Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making,” 57. 
 
72 Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making,” 57.	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scribes who took an active role in developing the texts, seeking to clarify and update 
meaning during the copying process, often in an effort to make older, less-applicable 
writings more meaningful to a contemporary readership.73 Ulrich allows for variant literary 
editions in some places, and yet argues that the ancient readers would not have allowed 
texts to be altered, especially for theological reasons.74 It is evident that, though he 
considers 11Q5 to have enjoyed authoritative status in the first century, and though he 
considers it “biblical” (see the article on multiple literary editions, above75), Ulrich 
categorizes 11Q5 as a variant edition.76  
 
In “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and Latter Stages in the Composition 
of the Bible” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (1999), Ulrich again 
asserts the creative agency of some first century scribes on the biblical text for the benefit 
of their specific, contemporary communities.77 Ulrich differentiates between a “broad” 
definition of the canon – which includes texts considered authoritative at a particular time,78 
but not necessarily with the reflexive elements of the “strict” definition of canon – and the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
73 Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making,” 58. 
 
74 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 180. 
 
75 Ulrich, “Multiple Literary Editions,” 120. 
 
76 Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making,” 64. 
 
77 Eugene Ulrich, “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and Latter Stages in the Composition 
of the Bible” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible. Edited by Eugene Ulrich. (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans and Brill, 1999), 51, 75. 
 
78 It is this sense in which proposed allusions to texts such as 1QS should be considered equivalent to 
proposed allusions to “biblical” texts within the works from Qumran. If the authority of such texts was not 
differentiated by the Community from those later labelled “biblical,” then the presence in a “biblical” scroll of 
an allusion to a sectarian scroll is worthy of similar study and carries with it implications of sectarian 
variation. More study is needed in this area with this dynamic in mind. 
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“strict” definition which includes an element of looking into the past to determine which 
books have already been used as authoritative texts.79 Ulrich tends toward the latter,80 even 
going so far as to restrict considerations of canon to the “biblical” books.81 The question of 
the existence of a P-MT tradition is answered in the affirmative here, but with a caveat that 
any argument as to it having been the status quo text is an argumentum e silentio.82  
With regard to variant literary editions of biblical texts, Ulrich places the line 
between “set of textual variants” and “literary edition” as somewhere between an alteration 
smaller than a single pericope and the rewriting of an entire book, such as Jeremiah.83 His 
discussion on the example of Exodus states that “it is probable that the Samaritans used the 
text type . . . without conscious reflection on the different available text types.”84 He gives 
no evidence in defence of this assumption. His discussion of the Book of Jeremiah 
highlights the fact that the variations are not “relatively infrequent, large-scale 
harmonization” but “routine minor explicitation, clarification,” etc.85 Ulrich asserts that 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
79 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 54. 
 
80 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 55. 
 
81 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 56. This arbitrary decision is a mistake, and colors his 
assessment of the situation in a way that reflects modern (perhaps confessional) values rather than the state of 
affairs at the time of the writing of the scrolls at Qumran. He places upon the corpus a boundary of 
categorization that does not exist in the evidence from the time. It would be better to categorize texts based on 
their apparent use in antiquity, at Qumran, rather than their eventual status elsewhere. He comes close to such 
a position himself, when he differentiates between “authoritativeness” and “canon” (57), but does not go so 
far as to throw the second out when seeking the contemporary attitude toward books at Qumran. 
 
82 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 60. 
 
83 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 63. (This is no more useful than defining the size of a “medium 
sized state” as somewhere between that of the Vatican and Russia. More study in this area and perhaps a 
combination qualitative/quantitative definition of what constitutes a variant edition is needed.) 
 
84 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 65. 
 
85 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 69. 
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each of the variants in the Qumran manuscripts are secondary vis à vis MT and that “the 
general edition of each of the scrolls appears to be that of the MT.”86 By this he seems to 
mean that the text of the Qumran manuscripts, devoid of variants, is equivalent to that of 
MT. 
 
The final article by Ulrich that will be briefly mentioned here is “The Community of 
Israel and the Composition of the Scriptures” (1999).87 Of note to my purpose in this article 
is that Ulrich again asserts the lack of a status quo textual tradition in the first century, and 
writes against any assumption that variance from P-MT would have been seen as “aberrant 
or substandard.”88 For Ulrich, the proposed pluriform nature of the text in the first century 
seems to negate the possibility of sectarian variation.89 He does, however, state again that 
creative scribes would “explicitly” and knowingly insert clarifications based on the 
contemporary90 needs of their congregation(s).91 Ulrich states that then, as now, the text 
was not subject to polemics – except for SP – and that he has not found any evidence for a 
textual tradition being chosen by a sectarian group on “the basis of textual comparison”92 – 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
86 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 70. 
 
87 Eugene Ulrich, “The Community of Israel and the Composition of the Scriptures” in The Dead Sea 
Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible. Edited by Eugene Ulrich. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans and Brill, 1999), 3-
16. 
 
88 Ulrich, “The Community,” 8. This seems to be in conflict with Ulrich, “The Absence,” 180. 
 
89 Ulrich, “The Community,” 9. (This is problematic in the face of his acceptance of some SP 
readings as sectarian variants. I propose that his apparent inconsistency in this regard is due to a slight failure 
of Ulrich’s logic, as discussed in this essay.) 
 
90 And theologically influenced? Ulrich does not address this. 
 
91 Ulrich, “The Community,” 11. 
 
92 Ulrich, “The Community,” 15. 
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though he also does not show evidence for the alternative. Most notably in this article, 
Ulrich states “the larcy ynb were composing a wide library of religious literature, some of 
which was undoubtedly considered as serious, as holy, as some of those books that 
subsequently were included in the canons to the various heirs to the larcy ynb.”93 He 
explicitly includes in the possibilities much of the Apocryphal corpus, but mentions none of 
the sectarian works from Qumran.94 This reveals more modern canonical thinking 
influencing judgments and descriptions of the Second Temple mindset, which, as has been 
asserted by Ulrich himself (above), is not accurate.  
 
Finally, the sometimes subtle nature of the proposed connections I make between 
the variants in 11Q5 and the theological themes of 1QS require some explanation and 
support. For this reason I include a short article by Robert W. Wall entitled “The 
Intertextuality95 of Scripture: The Example of Rahab (James 2:25).”96 Wall cautions that 
allusions are often not explicit, but that “more often than not they are merely echoed (or 
alluded to) by the author’s reference to common words or narrative elements.”97 The 
“anticipated result” of these echoes, according to Wall, is “a reflexive, mutually informing 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
93 Ulrich, “The Community,” 16. 
 
94 Ulrich, “The Community,” 16. 
 
95 The term “Intertextuality” here is used in the sense of “conversation between literary texts” rather 
than in the postmodern sense. This misuse is common when the term is appropriated by Bible scholars. I will 
therefore use terms such as “conversation between texts” or “textual allusions” where Wall and others might 
use “Intertextuality.” For more on this, see Thomas R. Hatina, “Intertextuality and Historical Criticism in New 
Testament Studies: Is There a Relationship?” in Biblical Interpretation 7, no.1 (January 1, 1999), 28-43.  
 
96 Robert W. Wall, “The Intertextuality of Scripture: The Example of Rahab (James 2:25)” in The 
Bible at Qumran: Text, Shape, and Interpretation. (Edited by Peter W. Flint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 
218. 
 
97 Wall, “The Intertextuality,” 218. 
	   18	  
conversation” between the alluding text and the text to which it alludes.98 Wall explains that 
this back-and-forth dynamic between the texts  
 
“adds layers of information to the interpretive matrix within which a fuller, 
richer meaning unfolds for the careful reader . . . the full meaning of a theme 
unfolds within the entire composition, when the repetition of key words or 
phrases, used at different points of the author’s argument, articulate different 
aspects of the whole theme.”99  
 
Wall explains that the limit to this expanding theme is (he implies) not in the text itself: 
“What limits and restricts the full meaning of a biblical tradition . . . is . . . the core 
theological convictions of a biblical people . . . The multivalency of a tradition must never 
exceed what we confess to be true about God and God’s covenant with the faith 
community” (emphasis mine).100 My proposed interplay of the altered wording in Psalm 
119 of 11Q5 with the theological themes of 1QS relies on this kind of understanding of 
textual conversation and allusion. 
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99 Wall, “The Intertextuality,” 218. 
 
100 Robert Wall, “The Intertextuality of Scripture…” 219. (Though Wall is speaking in the context of 
a New Testament allusion to an Old Testament story, the elements of relationship between texts is applicable 
to the interplay between sectarian and “biblical” texts at Qumran. The limiting theology, in that case, would 
not be the biblical theology of later faith groups, nor those of other contemporary sects, but the specific 
theological understandings and foci of the Community at Qumran.) 
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With this foundational scholarship in mind, I shall now transition into my 




PART II: SOME PROBLEMS AND ISSUES WITH A STUDY OF THIS TYPE 
 
 
Ulrich highlights several issues and problems in relation to this kind of study, including two 
“predictable assumptions”101 which he attempts to debunk, but does so with some 
problematic lines of reasoning. I shall critique his arguments and conclusions here, in an 
attempt to highlight and to overcome the problems associated with these assumptions. 
 
 
Lack of a Status Quo Hebrew Textual Tradition 
His first point is that more recent research has indicated that the Pharisaic sect did not 
represent mainstream Judaism in the late Second Temple period.102 This assumption of their 
dominance has led to the further assumption that MT, more or less as we  have it today, was 
the status quo Hebrew text of the late Second Temple period. His interpretation of the more 
recent scholarship is that the acceptable textual tradition(s) (throughout Judaism in general 
in the Second Temple period) was pluriform, varied comparatively widely, and was not a 
source of conflict among the sects of the day.103 Put another way, Ulrich proposes that there 
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were many forms of the texts, that each was accepted widely, and that none of them was 
considered to be generally superior to the others. 
He moves from that point to a rejection of the validity of the concept of “sectarian” 
variants on the basis that all groups of the time should be considered “sects,” and none 
more or less so than each of the others.104 If there is no normative Judaism, he concludes, 
then all groups are sects and there is no norm from which to deviate.  
For Ulrich, the argument would seem to have been solved at this early point – 
except his next action argues against this. After proving by (flawed) logic that there can be 
no sectarian variants, he includes a section in which he identifies several from the 
Samaritan Pentateuch.105 Before examining the sectarian variants themselves, we must 
identify the flaw in his train of thought. 
The problem lies in the assumption that the proposed lack of a normative Judaism 
negates the possibility of a sectarian variant. Based on this premise, variants may be 
considered “theological” – that is, based on or motivated by religious beliefs – but not 
“sectarian.” Ulrich himself includes some examples of sectarian variants from SP and so he 
cannot be entirely opposed to the conclusion that such variants exist. The flaw in his logic 
is that lack of sectarian variation necessarily follows lack of status quo.  
This is further complicated by his argument against the possibility that a scribe of a 
certain sect could alter the scriptures to suit (or highlight) the sect’s theology.106 As 
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105 Ulrich “The Absence,” 181. 	  
106 In addition to this, one must consider the compound impact of a series of decisions in favour of 
pre-existing variants, which together make up evidence of a sectarian nature of the document as a whole. This 
will be further discussed in the Conclusion section. 
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mentioned above, Ulrich states that such tampering would not have been tolerated.107 This 
seems incongruous with his depiction of the pluriform and multifaceted understanding of 
text tradition. Either the general tendency was toward many and varied texts, or it was 
toward an authoritative tradition or pool of traditions – one cannot validly choose one 
argument or the other depending on the question. Perhaps we do not yet have a full enough 
grasp on the situation in first century Judaism to judge the nature of this tension between 
reverence for scriptures-as-written and freedom to vary, clarify and expand the texts. Let us 
leave that for the moment and return to an examination of his accepted sectarian variants. 
The examples provided are from SP and, in one instance, a third-layer variation over 
a sectarian variant within SP.108 What he seems to be doing is using the consensus that the 
Samaritan variations are not only theological, but unique, as a basis for sectarian status. He 
is allowing sectarian status for these variants because they are different from the entirety of 
other readings. His argument implies a definition of sectarian variance that allows a reading 
to be considered “sectarian” if it is (along with some other attributes to be discussed below) 
not found in the texts of any other group. 
This makes perfect sense. A sect is designated as such based on unique 
characteristics, attributes that are different from all other sects – regardless of how much 
those other sects might vary from, or resemble, each other. Though I (at least thus far in my 
studies) tend to disagree with Ulrich regarding the absence of a status quo Hebrew textual 
tradition in the period in question, the point is moot if we limit identification of sectarian 
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variants to those that are unique to the theology of a single, particular sect of Judaism. Such 
a move is both expedient and practical to this study. 
One must be cautious, however. Absence of evidence is not evidence of absence, and 
there is always the possibility that readings identical to the variants in the Dead Sea Scrolls 
have been lost. We can safely assume, however, that if a source contains the only known 
instance(s) of a theological reading, that the possibility of a sectarian nature remains. 
Determining the presence or absence of this possibility is the purpose of this essay – not the 
presentation of definitive proof of existence. This absence is therefore not to any degree 
prohibitive to my thesis. 
Based on this reasoning, as demonstrated by Ulrich himself, a reading that is (or 
appears to be) unique and can be shown to have some conversation (thematic or 
otherwise)109 with a representative sectarian document is a candidate for sectarian variant 




Assumptions and Presuppositions 
The second point that may be at issue is my assumption of the connection between 11Q5 
and 1QS. There has been a large number of works produced already on the nature of the 
ruins at Khirbet Qumran, the degree of connection between the ruins and the contents of the 
various caves, and even the plausible degree of connection (and nature of relationship) 
between the recovered texts themselves. It is impractical for this study to encompass even 
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the mainstream theories and data so-far developed in those branches of the field, and so for 
the purpose of this essay I shall operate under certain assumptions. They are as follows. 
First, I will assume that 11Q5 (as well as those few supporting texts mentioned) 
were collected or copied at Qumran by a group whom I shall refer to as the “Community,” 
the “Yahad” or the “Qumranites.” 
Second, I shall assume that this same group either authored or accepted the authority 
of 1QS and other texts categorized as “sectarian” by most scholars. For this essay, I will 
maintain focus on 1QS in an effort to avoid invalid support from other sectarian works that 
might have been authored by other groups or in other geographical areas. These first two 
assumptions are further supported by orthographic and morphological similarities (what 
Tov refers to as “Qumran Scribal  Practice” and Abegg refers to as “Second Temple Scribal 
Practice”), which will be discussed in more detail in Parts II and III of this essay. 
Third, I accept that this group is similar to the Essene tradition, but also that it is not 
reliably synonymous with Essenes in general. I will be cautious regarding any evidence or 
implication based on what is known of the Essenes from other sources, and will avoid using 
it. What is of primary importance to this thesis is not the corpus surrounding 11Q5 and 
1QS, nor even an identification of the sect behind the two texts, but rather the relationship 
between the two texts specifically with regard to unique readings in 11Q5. The only sense 
in which I go beyond this limitation is that I will assume that 1QS and 11Q5 are both 
included in the body of texts referred to by Ulrich as “the Dead Sea Scrolls.”110 I foresee no 
argument on this point. 
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Finally, there are several sections of Psalm 119 that are not extant or are omitted 
from 11Q5.111 A useful discussion of the potential reasons for the particular inclusions and 
omissions and their subsequent implications may well reveal or imply much, but is beyond 
this essay. Likewise for the chosen content and placement of the non-biblical sections of 
11Q5 as related to the biblical sections included – this study must be left for another time. I 
shall therefore limit my discussion to the variants present in those (extant) verses of Psalm 
119 included in the 11Q5 scroll. 
With these parameters in place, I shall continue with an examination of Ulrich’s 
criteria for the identification of sectarian variants. 
 
 
Ulrich’s Rules of Identification 
Ulrich lists four rules by which sectarian variants can be identified. If a variant fulfills all 
four, he proposes, then it can be considered sectarian; if even one is not fulfilled, it can not.  
I would criticize this foundation in only one aspect: I agree that conformity to all 
four rules indicates a sectarian nature to the variant. However, a non-sectarian nature is only 
proved if the variant contravenes the rules in such a way to definitively disqualify it. There 
are instances in which there is insufficient evidence for a strong ruling either way. In such 
instances, the variant must be classified as either “indeterminate,” or as “a possible 
sectarian variant.” To call it “non-sectarian” is to assume a non-sectarian nature unless a 
sectarian nature is proven; we have no indication that such an assumption is more valid than 
its opposite. Recalling my courtroom metaphor, this would be the equivalent of “guilty until 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
111 Psalm 119:7-14, 29-36, 50-58,  74-81, 97-104, 121-127, 143-149 and 169-170.  
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proven innocent.” It is better practice to withhold a decision until there is a full review of all 
available data upon which to base judgment. If sufficient data is not available, we are not 
able to claim “guilty” nor “innocent” and must designate something less concrete until 
necessary data is presented. The courtroom expresses this principle by the declaration or 
plea of “not guilty,” rather than “innocent.” In the context of DSS research, we may express 
it by maintaining a designation of “possible” until such possibility has been proven 
unreasonable. I shall now list Ulrich’s rules, by which he proposes to structure 
consideration of variants and their suitability for designation as “sectarian.” My critique and 
discussion of them will follow the list. 
Ulrich’s rules of identification are: (1) A sectarian variant must be clearly secondary 
(or later); it cannot be either an original (or earlier) reading, nor can it be a synonymous 
variant.112 (2) The variant must be intentional; it must be clear that the scribe was 
concerned to change one natural, sound reading into a reading important to his particular 
group.113 (3) The variant must be specific to one group or sect versus that of Jews in 
general.114 (4) The variant ought to be repeated or consistently made or accompanied by 
other sectarian variants in the same manuscript – not a single, isolated variant.115 
Rule #1 – a sectarian variant must be clearly secondary – is sound. An original 
writing is not a variant reading, despite similarities it may have to other writings. Because 
this essay is concerned with Psalm 119 as extant in 11Q5, the issue of originality of the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
112 Ulrich “The Absence,” 192. 
 
113 Ulrich “The Absence,” 192. 
 
114 Ulrich “The Absence,” 192. 
 
115 Ulrich “The Absence,” 187.	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work as a whole is not in question. The following assessment shall therefore abide fully 
with Rule #1 without need for modification. 
Rule #2 – the variant must be intentional – is likewise sound. Not only will this 
eliminate from consideration scribal mistakes, but the added stipulation that the variant 
should be against a “natural, sound reading” further ensures a purely sectarian motivation. 
If a scribe corrected a difficult passage with a sectarian-seeming variant, we would have an 
interesting point of insight to the underlying beliefs of the scribe. However, the variation 
would not necessarily indicate sufficient sectarian impetus to alter the original had it been 
sound in the first place.  
These modifications of ambiguous or problematic readings should not be discounted 
entirely, however. The presence of variations of problematic readings may lend support to 
the presence of sectarian variant readings that do fulfill all four requirements. That is, one 
weak indicator of sectarian variation becomes more influential if a stronger indication can 
be proven also to be present. For this reason I will discuss interesting solutions to 
problematic readings – and their possible theological/sectarian motivations – but I will 
abide by Ulrich’s rule and not consider individual variants of this kind for probable 
sectarian variant status at this time. 
Rule #3 – the variant must be specific to one group or sect versus that of Jews in 
general – is also acceptable. Any variant that can be demonstrated to suit a Jewish group 
other than the Community may arguably have been developed by another group or may 
have been extant in another textual tradition that influenced the development of either 
group. Such variants may be theological in nature and elicit meaningful questions as such, 
	   28	  
but they are not necessarily sectarian. For the purpose of this essay, therefore, I will submit 
to Rule #3. 
Finally, with regard to Rule #4 – the variant ought to be repeated or consistently 
made or accompanied by other sectarian variants in the same manuscript, not a single, 
isolated variant – I must apply some modification. I agree that the repetition of a variant 
increases the impact of the evidence, but I do not believe that this is necessary. Perhaps that 
is the reason that Ulrich uses “must” for the first three rules and “ought” for the fourth.116 It 
is very possible that a sectarian reading in a particular instance may stand out, even if that 
particular textual situation does not occur again to allow for multiple attestations. I suspect 
that his example of the use of Mount Gerizim in SP would have been accepted as a 
sectarian variant, considering their cultic use of the location to this day, even had it been 
used only once in the text.117 In fact, a careful consideration of the nature of this variant 
reveals that it is, in many respects, a single variant118 that is subsequently quoted in other 
instances.119   
There is a caveat, however: if the textual situation occurs more than once, but only 
in the one instance is the variant present, then it cannot be considered a reliable sectarian 
variant. This situation would call into play Rule #2 by raising doubts as to the intentionality 
of the reading. At best it would be indeterminate. In summary, it would be useful to see the 
variant in multiple instances, but it is not necessary, so long as there are no contradictory 
instances in the same document.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
116 I have adjusted his spelling in each case from “aught” to “ought” for reasons of consistency. 
 
117 Ulrich “The Absence,” 181. 
 
118 SP Exod. 20:14 (MT 20:17) 
 
119 SP Deut. 5:18; 27:4	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A final note with regard to Rule #4 is that conversation between texts should be 
considered both as a potential positive and as a potential negative indicator of a sectarian, 
theological motivation. If the text in question appears to be in conversation with a sectarian 
text and agrees in its themes, then the probability of sectarian variation is increased. If the 
text in question appears to be in conversation with a sectarian text but does not agree in 
some aspects, then the probability of a sectarian nature to the variants is sharply decreased. 
There must be some sense of unified agreement of theme if a sectarian motivation is used as 
an explanation of variants in the text.  
Just as sectarian variation can be indicated by a unity of theme between a modified 
text and a sectarian text, geographical, societal or authorial ties can also be useful 
considerations. It is for this reason that the connection between 11Q5 and the Community at 
Qumran is so important. The Community copied or collected 11Q5 and 1QS. The 
archaeology of Qumran, to which they have been reasonably linked, supports this theory 
and no compelling evidence has been posited to the contrary. It is this probable relationship 
between the texts that allows us to compare even the more subtle variant readings in 11Q5 
with theological tenets and foci in 1QS.  
In this study, I am not looking exclusively for identical variant readings in other 
texts (which would contravene Rule #4, repetition in the same text), but for supporting 
thematic or text-critical evidence from similar content in a sectarian original (1QS), which 
may then be used to indicate a possible sectarian nature to even a single variant reading. By 
limiting my source of sectarian theology to one work (almost exclusively), I hope to 
eliminate undue proof-texting. This should also avoid the problematic practice of 
speculation regarding the use of different “sectarian” scrolls that potentially originate from 
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different geographic and/or sectarian sources – potentially causing a technique of mix-and-
match to suit each purpose. Therefore a proposed allusion must not only appear to be in 
conversation with a particular theme of 1QS, but it must not conflict with any of the other 
themes in 1QS. This limitation of scope allows for careful consideration of a set of sectarian 
themes from a single source. Further expansion of this study must be left for a later date.
	   
 
PART III: A SURVEY OF THE VARIANTS OF PSALM 119 IN 11Q5 
 
 
Explanation of Structure and Method 
The 11Q5 variants shall therefore be discussed in the following manner. They will be 
identified as differing from MT (as our closest extant representative of the P-MT tradition). 
They will be considered secondary, as discussed above, and therefore conforming to Rule 
#1.120 Any variants that alter a problematic reading will be discounted from sectarian 
variant status in accordance with Rule #2, though interesting aspects of the new reading 
may be discussed. As per Rule #3, any variant that may be applicable to another 
contemporary (or earlier) Jewish group will be discounted – these may be theological, but 
our working criteria for sectarian status is more narrow.121 Finally, in accordance to Rule 
#4, repeated instances will be sought after, but in their absence the variant will be judged on 
its own strength of probability alone. If conflicting readings exist in the same manuscript or 
conflicting theology exists in the comparison manuscript (1QS), the variant will be ruled 
out. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
120 Obvious 11Q5 corrections of the P-MT text indicate that 11Q5 was copied from this tradition or 
from a common source tradition that is not corrected in the MT, but is in 11Q5. Examples of these corrections 
may be found in 11Q5 9:4, 10:16, 11:4, and 12:10. 
 
121 If one could prove that the variants as a group existed in an identifiable combination different than 
any other single Jewish group, then the implications of the evidence would be toward a sectarian reading. 
Such a method, however, would not carry much impact on its own and is overshadowed by other evidence. 
For these reasons, it is beyond the scope of this study.	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Each variant type can be described by one (in rare cases more than one) of six 
descriptors – (1) Morphological; (2) Orthographic (or its subgroup: phonological); (3) Non-
Sectarian; (4) Possible Sectarian; (5) Indeterminate or (6) as a Scribal Error.  
Morphological variants are those that occur due to changes in form. In English, this 
includes some archaic forms such as “sayest” versus the more modern “say” which produce 
no real change in meaning, but do usually alter the sound of the word. An example of 
morphological variation comes from the fact that in DSS Hebrew, as in other Hebrew 
traditions, the imperative and infinitive with suffixes have two possible morphologies: 
ynlfwq (slay) and ynlwfq (slay); and ynlfwql (to slay) and ynlwfql (to slay). This usage has 
been expanded to apply to the imperfect as well: the earlier form, ynlwfqy (he will slay), is 
rendered ynlfwqy (he will slay) in a style parallel to the imperative and infinitive forms.122  
Orthographic variants, however, are those that occur due to regional or gradual 
(over time) changes in spelling. Examples in English include regional differences in 
spelling, such as “tire” or “honor” (American) versus “tyre” or “honour” (British). Hebrew 
examples include My#IkVlOh`Ah (the walkers) versus Myklwhh123 (the walkers), the latter of which 
demonstrates the use of plene spelling.  Orthographic differences do not alter the 
pronunciation, meaning or implications of a word.  
Neither Morphological nor Orthographic variants are considered “real” variants, 
because they do not alter the meaning of the phrase in which they occur. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
122 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §311.13 
 
123 Un-pointed samples are, unless otherwise specified, from the Qumran corpus.	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Non-Sectarian variants are those that alter the meaning of the phrase, but are not 
theologically motivated or are motivated by a theological consideration held by Judaism in 
general.  
Possible Sectarian variants are those that alter the meaning of the phrase and might 
have theological motivation particular to the beliefs or foci of a single sect.  
Any variants that change the meaning of the phrase (non-sectarian, sectarian and 
sometimes scribal errors or indeterminate variants) are considered “real” variants, because 
they alter the meaning of the phrase in which they occur. 
Scribal errors are those variations that can be reasonably explained by a common 
type of scribal error. Examples in Hebrew include resh for dalet errors that occur due to 
misreading of a previous scribe’s handwriting. These will be discussed in detail below as 
they occur. 
I shall now review each of the variants and apply Ulrich’s rules of identification, 
with the slight modifications as discussed above, to each of them. 
 
 
Table of Variants in 11Q5 
The Master Variant Chart is a summary of the variants present in Psalm 119 in MT as 
compared to the Psalm 119 sections of 11Q5. Each has been classified according to the 
following key. The more detailed discussions of each variant category include an 
additional, refined chart which filters out potentially distracting data. 
	   34	  
 
 
	   35	  
The charts are organized in six columns. The first column contains verse references 
from MT and the second contains the corresponding column and line references for 11Q5. 
Column three lists the variant types as listed in the key (above). In some instances, more 
than one classification has been listed due to ambiguity or general disagreement as to the 
nature of the variant; if I did not come to a conclusion with which I was satisfied, I included 
both of the possibilities. Columns four and five list the words or phrases in which the 
variants occur, in MT and 11Q5 respectively, with the specific variant element in grey, for 
ease of identification. In instances where there are more than one variant in a single word, 
the word is listed an additional time for each variant, but translated only once. Column six 
contains translations of the words and phrases. As mentioned above, the translation is 
provided only once for each occurrence of a word. If an identical word is translated on two 
adjacent lines, this indicates two occurrences of the same word. An example of this is in 
verse 128, in which lD;k/lwk (all) is listed three times: once in conjunction with “precepts” 
and twice more as free-standing words. Compare this to verse 119 in which the noun phrase 
hkytwwdo lwk (all of your testimonies/decrees) is listed five times, but only translated once 
– this indicates a single occurrence of the phrase, with five variants present. Each of the 
more focussed charts is presented in the same manner as the Master Variants Chart. 
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A Survey Discussion of the Minor Variants 
A discussion of the variant forms follows the chart. I shall first discuss the variants 
according to variant type (as listed in the key). All instances of the particular variant form 
will be discussed as a group, with more individualized discussion on noteworthy cases. I 
shall then move to a detailed discussion of noteworthy non-sectarian and possible-sectarian 
variants.  
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1.1 Imperfect Forms 
The addition of a waw in the imperfect Qal form has, according to Elisha Qimron, “no 
parallel in any other Hebrew tradition, and Hebraists disagree as to [its] origin.”124 
Speculation has included the influence of Akkadian (yeqattel) or that the waw is a helping 
vowel “arising under purely phonological conditioning,” but Qimron rejects both of 
these.125 In Qimron’s view, the difference is morphological. Since there are two 
possibilities for the Hebrew infinitive and imperative with suffixes – ynlfwq and ynlwfq in 
the imperative and ynlfwql and ynlwfql in the infinitive, for example – and the imperfect 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
124 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §113.11g 
 
125 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §113.11g 
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(with suffixes) corresponds with this, it likely follows that the imperfect hwCrwdy in 11Q5 is 
an analogical extension of the same form. He supports this position with the observations 
that these doublets only occur in forms with pronominal suffixes and that the vowel holem 
is replaced by pathach in instances where the imperfect does not have the suffix. 
Abegg produced a quantitative study of the phenomenon with regard to “the so-
called ‘pausal’ forms” of the qal imperfect.126 According to Abegg, 27 percent of possible 
cases in the non-biblical Qumran texts are plene pausal forms. Similarly, this form explains 
88 out of 752 possibilities (12%) in the biblical DSS, compared to 11 of 2829 possibilities 
(0.04%) in MT.127 Abegg sees this as a clear example of the influence of the Second 
Temple scribal style128 on the DSS.129 It is noteworthy that this occurs in our 11Q5 sample 
only once (See the Master Variants Chart).  
 
 
A Note on the Addition of he to the Terminus of Words 
The Dead Sea Scrolls exhibit a frequent usage of a he at the terminus of words that MT 
does not. These additions are for a number of reasons. 
As in the Bible, a final he may represent a-class and e-class vowels.130 In addition to 
this, Qumran employs this plene spelling for the second person pronominal suffix.131 As 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
126 Abegg, “The Linguistic Analysis,” 61. 
 
127 Abegg, “The Linguistic Analysis,” 62.	  
 
128 What Tov refers to as “Qumran Scribal Practice” 
 
129 Abegg, “The Linguistic Analysis,” 62. 
 
130 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §100.7 
 
131 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §100.7 
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demonstrated in the charts below, the latter is very common, comprising 129 of 144 (90%) 
total incidents of an additional he in the pertinent portions of 11Q5. DSS Hebrew in general 
employs this plene spelling about 900 times (85%), compared to 160 times defective 
(15%).132 It occurs 28 times in 1QS alone (97%), with only one defective instance (3%). 
This statistical similarity is consistent with 11Q5’s proposed designation as a scroll highly 
influenced by Qumran style and, as I shall argue, variants in conversation with the thematic 
content of 1QS. In addition, defective spelling is only prevalent in DSS Hebrew with regard 
to the third person feminine,133 which does not occur in the text under scrutiny. This final 
he also occurs in all first person conjugations, in both strong and weak verbs (for a list of 
instances, see variant 1.7 on the Master Variant Chart). This creates a clear distinction 
between first person and both second and third person forms. This is also found in later 
Biblical Hebrew, but to a significantly lesser degree;134 it seems to be the culmination of a 
developmental process begun long before DSS Hebrew standardized it. This variant occurs 
in verse 47 (11Q5 8:11). Verses 48 (11Q5 8:12), 88 (11Q5 10:7) 131 (11Q5 12:4) etc. also 
contain this element, but MT also uses the plene spelling in this case, and so no variant is 
present. Finally, there are instances for which no compelling explanation has been found. In 
some cases, but not all, “he of direction” is a possible explanation, but in light of other, 
unexplained instances, not a compelling one. According to Qimron, the he of direction had 
lost its meaning by DSS Hebrew, but he proposes that it could be functioning as a non-
syntactical locative, as it sometimes does in Biblical Hebrew, Mishnaic Hebrew (of the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
132 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §100.7	  
 
133 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §100.7 
 
134 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §310.129	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Tannaitic literature), and Aramaic.135 There are no instances of variation in the pertinent 
verses, however, in which this might apply. Where no preference is apparent, I shall 
categorize the variant under “stylistic” reasons. All incidents of final he addition or 
omission are listed below. 
There is one incident of omission of a he at the end of a word in 11Q5 that is present 
in MT. This is in verse 4 (11Q5 6:14) and is an instance of a form of the masculine second 
person (hta) in which there is no final vowel (thus, ta) or the feminine form (also ta), the 
latter of which only occurs in the biblical scrolls at Qumran.136 11Q5 6:14 is partially 
reconstructed, and so there is no (extant) sure way of knowing that the pronoun does not 




1.2 Additional He, Stylistic (or Unknown) 
In addition to those instances mentioned above, he occurs at the end of four other words in 
11Q5, apparently for merely stylistic (or unknown) reasons. These occur in verses 4 (11Q5 
6:14), 21 (11Q5 7:7), 65 (11Q5 9:7), and 93 (11Q5 10:12). In the case of hta, especially, 
this would seem to be morphological. In the scrolls where ta is used in 2ms contexts, in 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
135 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §340 
 
136 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §321.12 
 
137 Qimron also points out several instances in which always masculine forms in Biblical Hebrew are 
found in the feminine in DSS Hebrew. This may be a parallel, though its lack of repetition, at least in the 
documents studied, do not strengthen this argument. See Qimron, The Hebrew of, §330.4  
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every other case the next word begins with an aleph. See 4Q266 f11:9 and 4Q512 f40_41:3 
and notes at 1QHa 13:34 and Psa 89:27 and HDSS §321.12. See also INSNWS KAI214 
1:33; KAI222 C:11; KAI222 C:20 et al, and often in the Mishna (Taan. 4:8, et al), and in 
the MT (Num 11:15 et al). 
 
 
1.3 Alternate form of the Imperative 
This variant (verse 22, column 7:8) is probably an alternative form of the imperative – in 
this case, of llg, to roll.138 
 
 
1.4, 1.5 Addition and Omission of Waw Conjunction 
The addition or omission of a waw conjunction may, at first glance, seem inconsequential. 
Indeed, depending upon what the difference meant to the writers and readers of the Second 
Temple period, it might not have been a substantial variant. To the English ear, however, 
this change does have potential impact, and for that reason it is worth taking a closer look, 
since it is possible (thought by no means certain) that Second Temple readers may have 
reacted to it in a similar manner. 
Of the eight instances in which waw conjunctions have been altered in 11Q5, six of 
them have been the omission of the conjunction, and five of these are clustered in the same 
column, between verses 105 (11Q5 11:1) and 113 (11Q5 11:9). Four of the column 11 
instances refer directly to instruction or judgments, as does the sixth incidence, in verse 174 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
138 HALOT, Accordance electronic version, n.p. 
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(11Q5 14:4). The remaining incidence, verse 105 (11Q5 11:1) refers to light, which is 
metaphorically related to instruction. The instances of omission of the waw conjunction, 
verses 130 (11Q5 12:3) and 163 (11Q5 13:15) refer to being enlightened and to 
instruction/law, respectively. There appears to be some consistent, intentional changes 
going on in this regard, especially in column 11. 
In English, the omission of a conjunction in this instance would entail the insertion 
of a semicolon, a multi-purpose punctuation mark which would, in this instance, indicate 
that the first phrase was roughly equivalent in import to the second, or that the two are tied 
together more closely than a full stop between them would imply. In other words, it is 
possible that the removal of this conjunction might serve to clarify the relationship between 
the first and second phrase, removing any implied sequence, causality or ambiguity139 and 
thereby indicating that each is valid because the other is so. But does this hold up in these 
contexts? 
Verses 113 (11Q5 11:9) and 174 (11Q5 14:4) seem to fit this theory. Verses 110 
(11Q5 11:6)  could support it, providing a degree of metaphorical acrobatics were applied, 
but this would require a degree of explanation and speculation with which I am not 
comfortable. For example, 110 (11Q5 11:6) could support it if the snare metaphor implied a 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
139 Ambiguity is removed thus: Consider verse 113 (11Q5 11:9) “I hate the double-minded, but [or 
and] I love your instruction/law.” With this verse in mind, there are two senses that this potential relationship 
could be understood. As well as the view expressed in the verse, one might infer from this that some (other) 
people could hate the double minded and hate God’s instruction/law. The implication of a semicolon in this 
same situation, as it is potentially expressed in 11Q5 11:9, is “I hate the double-minded; I love your 
instruction/law” would be that the one phrase indicates the other – it would not be possible to hate the double-
minded unless the God’s instruction/law was loved, nor could one love the double-minded and also love 
God’s instruction/law. A similar usage can be found in another sample in which, interestingly, the conjunction 
has been added in 11Q5, verse 130 (11Q5 12:3). This is a subtle difference, but one worth exploring in 
context. 
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snare somewhere off of God’s path, presumably since God’s path would not contain such a 
snare, the danger being in leaving his way. This is too far a reach to have scholarly validity. 
Verse 130 (11Q5 12:3) is a change in response to the shift in verb aspect (imperfect 
to imperative) and is therefore a unique situation, neither supporting nor refuting the theory. 
Likewise, verses 105 (11Q5 11:1) and 108 (11Q5 11:4) are list situations that could be 
expressed either with or without the conjunction to no great change in meaning. Verse 109 
(11Q5 11:5) is difficult to categorize. It seems that “I hold my life in my hand continually” 
(dy¡ImDt y ∞IÚpAkVb y ∞IvVpÅn) could mean that the author is in danger, or that he has the power over his 
own life. The Anchor Bible ties this to the hands of God, as it translates Psalm 31:6b “Into 
your hands I entrust my life,”140 whereas the Word Bible Commentary interprets this as 
“the readiness to put one’s life in danger of one’s own accord.”141 In any case, it seems that 
no strong argument can be made that supports the English-style semicolon theory. 
Finally, verse 163 (11Q5 13:15) – the addition of a waw conjunction in 11Q5 – is 
almost the exact opposite of the variant found in 113 (11Q5 11:9). This verse seems to 
soundly refute the semicolon theory. I have no other possible explanations at hand, other 
than to suggest a possible style preference with no impact on meaning. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
140 Anchor Bible, Vol. 17A, 185.  	  
141	  Word	  Biblical	  Commentary,	  Vol.	  21,	  190.	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1.6 Addition of He to Second Masculine Pronominal Suffix 
According to Qimron and Abegg, the addition of a he to the second masculine singular 
suffix has been noted for its prevalence in the non-biblical manuscripts.142 In the singular, 
this form does not alter the sound of the word, but the same form occurs in the plural – as in 
11Q5 18:1 (hmktCpn) – and in such instances the pronunciation is changed if we can 
assume that there is a vowel sound to correspond with the he (mem closes the syllable and 
does not have a vowel). This is a very probable assumption. Because this variant changes 
pronunciation in the plural, I group the related singular form with the plural, as a 
morphological variant, rather than orthographic (as Qimron does).  
 
 
1.7 Additional He, first person imperfect forms 
First person imperfect forms often take an additional he at the terminus of the word. In the 




	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
142 Qimron The Hebrew of, §322.12 and Abegg, “The Linguistic Analysis,” 62. 
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A Note on the Use of Yod to Indicate a Vowel 
It becomes apparent upon reading through 11Q5 alongside MT that there is a greater 
frequency of yod in the former than in the latter. One of the reasons for this is that this letter 
functions, similar to waw but with less frequency, as an indicator of certain vowels in 
addition to those mentioned above.143  
 
 
2.1, 2.3 Yod for Tsere or Seghol 
The use of yod to indicate a tsere is not consistent.144 The style of the Dead Sea Scrolls 
often deviates from biblical style – sometimes dropping a radical yod, sometimes adding a 
non-radical yod to represent tsere (variant 2.1) or even seghol (2.3).145 Qimron designates 
this variation as orthographic, based on the suggestion of S. Morag that the inconsistency 
might indicate that both the plene and defective tsere were pronounced alike.146 This seems 
to be a reasonably solid designation. 
 
 
2.2 Yod for Hireq 
The use of yod to indicate the hireq (11Q5 11:15) is much less common than the 
corresponding use of waw for holem, mostly because yod is used to indicate the long vowel, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
143 For additional information on this variant, see the discussion on variant 1.8. 
 
144 Qimron The Hebrew of, §100.33 
 
145 Qimron The Hebrew of, §100.33 
 
146 Qimron The Hebrew of, §100.33	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but not the short.147 It is unknown whether the orthographic distinction reflects a difference 
in length alone, or if there is some qualitative difference as well.148 I shall therefore list this 
as an orthographic variant, pending possible advances in this area of study. 
 
 
2.4 The “Qumran Plural” Aleph Insert 
In addition to cases of plene spelling of vowels and the insertion of the waw in the 
imperfect (discussed above), texts from Qumran sometimes take an aleph in the plural 
before the sounds i and e, mainly in words ending in the gentilic suffix. This occurs in the 
DSS as a whole quite often, though it is not consistent, even varying sometimes within 
individual scrolls.149 It occurs once in the verses in question, in 11Q5 12:3 (Verse 130). 
According to Qimron, the pronunciation of these forms is not clear. For further discussion 




A Note on the Addition and Omission of Waw 
According to Elisha Qimron, the extensive use of waw as a vowel letter (mater lectionis) is 
the most characteristic feature of the orthography of the Dead Sea Scrolls.150 This letter is 
used to indicate the o/u sounds of the Tiberian tradition, such as the long holem and the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
147 Qimron The Hebrew of, §100.32 
 
148 Qimron The Hebrew of, §100.32 	  
149 Qimron The Hebrew of, §100.32 	  
150 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §100.2 and; Martin Abegg Jr., “The Linguistic Analysis…” 66.	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shureq, as well as the short vowel sounds such as qibbuts, qamets hatuf, hatuf, qamets and 
sometimes occurs in place of the Tiberian shewa.151 This usage occurs almost without 
exception. The 230 instances in which apparent defective spelling occurs include many 
instances which, according to Qimron, “apparently represent special Qumran linguistic 
features” rather than true defective spellings.152 In some of these cases, a particular word 
(such as hamf) is always found in the defective spelling of the Babylonian tradition.153 In 
some scrolls, defective spellings are rare; in others they are common – 11Q5 is among those 
in which plene spelling is common.  
This preference for plene forms is part of what Tov refers to as “Qumran Scribal 
Practice.”154 There is significant debate, especially between Ulrich and Tov, as to the 
validity of this theory. Interestingly, a slow-motion study undertaken by Abegg lists the 
instances of sectarian jargon throughout the non-biblical scrolls and somewhat accidentally 
reveals some fascinating parallels between Tov’s list of documents that exhibit Qumran 
Scribal Practice and the one generated by the study. The scrolls are ranked by highest 
incidence of sectarian jargon per one thousand words.155 Not only does 1QS rank third on 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
151 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §100.2  
 
152 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §100.2  
 
153 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §100.2 	  
 
154 Abegg, “The Linguistic Analysis,” 62. Abegg prefers the term “Second Temple Scribal Practice” 
because it is elastic enough to allow for other possible instances of its use in the Second Temple period. This 
is tricky nomenclature, given present data, because even Abegg’s term is not without its implications – it 
suggests that this was a widespread or normative practice in the timer period. I am not convinced that either 
term is ideal. 
 
155 Though an indicator that further study along these lines may be fruitful, Abegg’s preliminary 
study has notable limitations. Abegg used Accordance software for this study. He combined the User Note 
File tool and consistent highlighting to generate his statistics. This software is, at the time of this writing, 
limited by the fact that Accordance highlight searches reflect the entire line in which a highlight is found – not 
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the list, but a parallel document, 4Q249h, is in the first position (out of 229). This 
establishes 1QS as an ideal sectarian comparison document for this study and increases the 
importance of any variants, “real” or otherwise, that link 11Q5 to 1QS. The implications of 
this link include the possibility that the Qumran Scribal Practice present in 11Q5 is only 
one aspect of an overall sectarian modification of the document. As a consistent, document-
pervasive sectarian element, this gains importance in conjunction with other thematic and 
lexical variants. The latter will be discussed in more detail in Chapter IV. 
 
 
2.5 Waw for Holem 
In the cases of waw for holem and waw for qibbuts, the additional waw is an orthographic 
variant because neither the sound nor the meaning of the word is changed. As mentioned 
above, there are certain scrolls from Qumran that exhibit predominantly defective spelling 
and others that demonstrate predominantly plene spelling – with only a couple of them 
showing a nearly even distribution.156 11Q5 is included very clearly in the plene group, 
largely due to this variant type.   
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
the single words – and so the other words present in a line are recorded as “hits” alongside the highlighted 
portions. This results in varying degrees of inflation of results. The broader the line (i.e., the more words per 
line), the greater the potential inflation. Also worth noting is the statistical impact of smaller samples being 
compared with larger samples, yet recorded as “hits per 1000 words.” In this case, a very small fragment, such 
as 4Q440b at 31 words total, can appear on the chart at either an invalidly high, or low position. In the case of 
4Q440b, two popular sectarian terms (]|Mybr	  and	  Myq]»ydx) in this small sample result in its rank of 18th out of 
229, despite the fact that it is, as Abegg asserts, “almost certainly not sectarian.” The major scrolls and larger 
fragments, including1QS with a total word count of about 6398, are not in this invalid category. Only one 
smaller document precedes 1QS on the list – 4Q249h – and since this is another copy of the same sectarian 
document exemplified by 1QS, the position of the latter as a prime example of sectarian literature is secure. 
 
156 Abegg, “The Linguistic Analysis,” 55. 
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2.6 Waw (Shurek) for Qibbuts 




2.7 Additional Waw  
This is the regular plural of twdo in 11QPsa, occurring 13 times. Qimron suggests that this 
form would have been pronounced just as תוֹודֵע in the MT, rather than תֹוּודֵע or something 
like it. See also CD 20:31; 1Q22 f1ii:1; 4Q364 f17:3; 4Q471 f2:2.157  
 
 
2.8 Waw for Qamets-Hatuf  
As Abegg explains, the waw regularly represents o-class and often the u-class vowels of 
Biblical Hebrew.158 This variant does not indicate a change in the meaning of the word and 
may or may not indicate a different pronunciation. There is much dispute over the 
classification of these forms– or even how to explain them.159  
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
157 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §330.3c 
 
158 Abegg, “The Linguistic Analysis,” 66.	  	  159	  Qimron, The Hebrew of, §200.26	  	  





3.0 Sin for Samek 
In the case of Psalm 119:20 (11Q5 7:6), there is an apparent similarity in sound between 
the sin and the samek at Qumran which made the letters functionally interchangeable.160 




The single instance of what may be a scribal error (verse 107, col. 11:3) is discussed in the 
Real Variants sections below. 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
160 Qimron The Hebrew of, §200.15 
 
161 Qimron The Hebrew of, §200.15 
 
	  PART IV: A DISCUSSION OF THE REAL VARIANTS 
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“Real variants” are those that produce a difference in the meaning of a phrase. This can be 
as subtle as a change in gender of a word or as clear as the alteration of a word or phrase 
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using entirely different terms. Inclusions and exclusions of terms and phrases are also 
included in this group. Those that also fit into other categories have already been discussed, 
such as the implication of added or omitted conjunction waws, but may be referred to again 
in the present section. The other real variants present in the pertinent sections of 11Q5 are 
discussed in groups according to type, as presented in the variant key.  
The number of variations is also of note, especially when considering the concept of 
a “variant edition” alongside that of a non-variant edition which nonetheless contains 
several variants. As mentioned above, some systemization of this differentiation must be 
developed before such discussions can be meaningful to scholarship. 
Initial reference numbers are presented in bold type to aid in scanning for particular 
verses, though some repeating variants will only be discussed in the context of their first 
occurrence – see the charts for assistance in finding other instances of a given variant type. 
 
 
Types 5.1, 5.3 and 5.6 
Psalm 119:16 (11Q5 7:2) MT reads ÔKá®rDb √;d j ∞A;kVvRa aølœ o¡DvSoA;tVv`Ra ÔKy¶RtO;qUjV;b (“I will 
delight in your statutes; I will not forget your word”) versus the 11Q5 reading of      
hkyrbd jkCa awl oCotCa hkyqwjb (“I will delight in your statutes; I will not forget 
your words”) (emphasis mine).  
One variant is the absence of the taw in hkyqwjb (your statutes – masculine) in 
11Q5 versus its presence in ÔKy¶RtO;qUjV;b (your statutes – feminine). The BHS suggests that 
ÔKy¶RtO;qUjV;b should be read ÔKy®;qUjV;b in consideration of ÔKyá®;qUj (your statutes – masculine) from 
verse twelve. The portion containing Psalm 119:12 is non-extant in 11Q5 and so no 
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comparison can be made there. The masculine form occurs seventeen times in 11Q5,162 
with thirteen of those in Psalm 119. The feminine form is never used in 11Q5 and occurs 
only 45 times in the Qumran corpus as a whole. This variant fulfills the requirement to be 
secondary, the requirement to be intentional, and is repeated consistently throughout the 
text with no counterexamples. Though it does not alter a translation into English, it would 
do so if translated into a language with a gender component – such as Spanish or French – 
and is therefore a real variant of sorts. It does not, however, carry with it discernable 
theological impact and so it is non-sectarian in and of itself.  
It is worth noting, however, that this variant also occurs in DSS renderings of 
Deuteronomy 10:13 (8Q3 f17_25:5 and XQ1 1:20) and Deut 11:1 (8Q3 f26_29:10), both of 
which occur in conflict tefillin.163 These tefillin contain biblical sections that are against (in 
conflict with) the rabbinic teaching for tefillin contents. This indicates a possible sectarian 
nature to the tefillin, the variant type itself, and therefore the specific instance of it in 11Q5. 
Taking the nexus of factors into account, then, there is a definite “sectarian feel” to this 
variant, even if no more concrete evidence is yet to be found. 
 
Psalm 119:17 (11Q5 7:3) The full verse reads ÔKá®rDb √d hñ∂rVmVvRa ◊w hG‰yVj`Ra ñÔK √;dVbAo_l`Ao läOm ◊…g 
(“[Heap] reward upon your servant; may I live and keep your word”) in MT documents and 
hkyrbd hrwmCaw hyjaw hkdbo lo rwmg (“[fulfill your purpose for?] your servant and 
may I live and keep your words” or “[Avenge?] your servant and may I live and keep your 
words”) in 11Q5.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
162 This includes 3 reconstructions, one in Psalm 119:71 (11Q5 14:1), one in Psalm 147:20 (11Q5 
fEiii:6) and one in Psalm 105:10 (11Q5 fEiii:15). 
 
163 Small scrolls placed in boxes, strapped to the arm or forehead for use in prayer 
	   77	  
The first variant is in rwmg (end – imperative) versus läOm ◊…g (reward - imperative). The 
similarity between the two words (orthographic variant aside) is broken only by the 
presence of a resh rather than a lamed. There is some similarity between the two letters; one 
could postulate that this is a “resh for lamed” scribal error, except that the same variant is 
present in Psalm 119:17 (4Q90 f1_2:17), [Krbd rmCaw ]hyjaw K«dbo lo rwmg ([Heap] 
reward on your servant, that I may live and keep your word.”) It is possible that the 11Q5 
scribe copied from 4Q90 f1_2:17 (or perhaps from the same source text) and thereby copied 
an error in good faith. However, though resh for dalet is a fairly common error, resh for 
lamed is much rarer – some other explanation for both 11Q5 and 4Q90 is more likely. 
This may be the case of confusion between the two letters as sounding very much 
alike. Internal/mental monologue as one writes creates many of the same mistakes as oral 
dictation might, and so we need not demand a situation of one scribe dictating to another to 
consider phonological factors. Put another way, our internal voice dictates and we listen, 
much the same as when one person dictates to another. I have been unable to find 
supporting documentation of this resh/lamed phenomenon, or of r/l confusion in a strictly 
Biblical or DSS Hebrew context, but logic dictates that this is a possibility.  Consider 
examples in 1QIsaa 18:10, 1QIsaa 53:7, Isa 23:6, 40:8 (in the correction), 50:6 and Song of 
Songs 2:14.  
It is also possible that this is a variant meant for clarification of meaning, possibly 
motivated by theological preferences, which highlight the vengeance of God against those 
who do not walk according to his ways (see my second possible translation of the 11Q5 
reading, above). Such language and sentiment is rife in 1QS, though this specific word only 
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occurs once.164 It is possible that the Qumranite scribe preferred the specific mention of 
revenge against enemies to that of (the more generic) reward, which did not mention the 
fate of any who stand in opposition of the Qumranite and, by implication, in opposition to 
God himself.  
This variant therefore may fulfil Rules #1 (secondary), #2 (intentional) and #4 
(repeated), and though it may agree with a particular focus in the theology at Qumran, it 
cannot be said that this sentiment is specific to the Community, and so Rule #3 becomes a 
problem. Just because it is not unique to Qumran, however, does not mean that this was not 
a theologically motivated variant.  
A further possibility is that the variant is a result of weakening of the resh. 
According to Qimron, there are over twenty instances of spelling irregularities surrounding 
or involving resh in “our” [sic] corpus and around fifteen in the biblical, apocryphal and 
Aramaic texts from Qumran.165 It is therefore also possible that this is an instance in which 
the weakening of the resh has led to an alteration of the spelling. We are left with a choice 
between a possible (but not likely) recopied scribal error, a non-sectarian theological 
variant, or an orthographic/phonological shift due to weakening of the resh. None of these 
explanations carries with it a reasonable degree of certainty. I shall therefore defer to 
Qimron and categorize this as a phonological variant due to weakening of the resh. 
 
Psalm 119:43 (11Q5 8:7) The first real variant is ÔK ∞RfDÚpVvImVl (in your ordinances) as 
opposed to hkyrbdl (in your words). This variant is likely one of increasing the level of 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
164 1QS 1:10, 11, 2:5-18, etc. 	  
165 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §200.14	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agreement between 119:43a and 119:43b. My translation of the MT reads “And [do] not 
utterly take away from my mouth the word of truth, for I hope in your ordinances.” My 
translation of 11Q5 reads “And [do] not utterly take away from my mouth the word of 
truth, for I hope in your words” (emphasis also mine). The closer relationship between the 
plea for retention of the “word of truth” and the location of the hope “in your words” may 
be the impetus for this variant. The MT reading is supported by LXX, Í and ˇ (though in 
plural form in multiple manuscripts of each) and by 4Q89 f1i:8 also in the plural form. This 
indicates the 11Q5 reading is probably an intentional variant developed for logical, poetic 
or theological reasons. The resulting focus or clarification, however, is not anything unique 
to the Community or to any other individual sect of Judaism. For this reason, I classify this 
as a non-sectarian variant.  
 
Psalm 119:44 (11Q5 8:8a) The first real variant in verse 44 is the omission of 
M¶DlwøoVl (“to distant times” or “forever”) from the 11Q5 text. However, the following word, 
d`RoÎw (“and ever” or “and forever”), serves much the same function on its own. This part of 
the verse is non-extant in 4Q89 and there are no variant notes in the BHS apparatus. I can 
propose no theological reasons for the omission as the meaning is not compromised. It 
would seem that this is a simple non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:68 (11Q5 9:10) The variant is the addition of the word ynwda (Lord – 
proper noun). This variant is also attested by the LXX usage of ku/rie. Since the variant is 
not unique to 11Q5, and since it does not seem to carry theological meaning, this vocative 
is a non-sectarian variant. 
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Psalm 119:106 (11Q5 11:2) See the discussion on Psalm 119:48 (11Q5 8:12), in 
the next section.  
 
Psalm 119:108 (11Q5 11:4) The variant is in a ∞Dn_hEx √r (accept, now) and hxr 
(accept). There is no apparent theological motivation for this removal of “now” and it 
appears to be either a preference in phrasing or a scribal error of omission. There is nothing 
to indicate that this is theological or sectarian. 
 
Psalm 119:119 (11Q5 11:15) has D;t¶A;bVvIh (you cease - hifil) and ytbCj (I have 
thought/accounted - piel) and appears to be a correction on the part of 11Q5. LXX supports 
the 11Q5 reading in this instance (e˙logisa¿mhn). This would be a clear-cut case were it not 
for the other variant elements with regard to the pronominal suffix (as discussed below), but 
in light of the word as a whole it seems that more than simple correction is evident here. 
Because the variant discussed below could function as classified with either bCj as utilized 
in 11Q5 or with tbC as utilized in the MT, classification of this het/he variant is 
problematic. In the absence of solid evidence for one particular explanation, I shall 
categorize this variant as indeterminate. 
The next real variant is the use of Nk lo (over/upon thus) in the 11Q5 reading as 
opposed to N#EkDl (to thus). The theological meaning of this phrase is not altered by this 
variant; there is therefore no compelling evidence to indicate an intentional variation for 
clarity or sectarian reasons. Thus, I shall classify this variant as non-sectarian. 
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The next variant is the addition of lwk (all) to 11Q5. The Qumranite scribe, perhaps 
motivated by religious zeal, specified the implication of the MT reading to read “all of your 
decrees.” Regardless of the motivation however, the sentiment of love for even “all” of 
God’s decrees is not specific to the Community (even if members might perhaps think so) 
as evidenced by LXX (dia» touvto hjga¿phsa ta» martu/ria¿ sou dia» panto/ß). Also, Psalm 
119:128 (11Q5 12:1) contains a variant which removes lwk from a reading, exhibiting 
inconsistency and thereby contravening Rule #4. This must therefore be classified as a non-
sectarian variant, probably for the purpose of cleaning up the parallelism.  
 
Psalm 119:128 (11Q5 12:1) has the omission of lD;k (all) from 11Q5. In this 
instance, the scribe of 11Q5 did not see this specification as necessary – the opposite choice 
as evident in Psalm 119:119 (11Q5 11:15). The inconsistency demonstrated with regard to 
this variant prompts its classification as a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:131 (11Q5 12:4) The second real variant is in yI;tVb`DaÎy (I long for) from 
bay, and ytbat (I long for) from bat. In this case, both verbs are functionally synonymous 
and the difference is one of form or vocabulary. The meaning is congruent with Second 
Temple period Judaism in general. Since bay is a hapax legomenon, it is also possible that 
this is not a different word at all, but rather a scribal error that has since been interpreted as 
a different term. Examination of the plate leads me to believe that it is at least remotely 
possible. For example, removal of the left stroke of the tav would leave a stroke broadly 
similar to a yod according to the palaeography of this scroll. Perhaps the scribe made the 
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stroke just prior to having to re-ink his pen and returned with a slightly different frame of 
mind, adding the second stroke to a yod that, due to a longer than usual upper tab, appeared 
to be the beginning of a tav. The thickness of the second stroke may support this theory. 
Nonetheless, this solution requires too much conjecture for my comfort.  
Alternately, this variant could also represent the substitution of an easier lexeme in 
place of a difficult one. Again, however, this requires more speculation than is prudent in 
my mind, and so I shall categorize this as a non-sectarian variant utilizing a hapax 
legomenon.  
 
Psalm 119:136 (11Q5 12:9) has the addition of yk (because/when) and does not 
alter the meaning in a theological manner. Though the nuance changes with interpretation – 
“because,” “when” and “that” all convey a slightly different sense – there is not one of the 
various choices that would be particular to a single sect as per Rule #3. This is a non-
sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:153 (11Q5 13:4) has the omission of yI;k (because) in 11Q5. 11Q5 
therefore uses a structure that might best be translated into English through use of a 
semicolon. This does not sufficiently alter the theological meaning to warrant inclusion as a 
possible sectarian reading and is therefore a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:171 (11Q5 14:1) has the addition of hkl (to you) to 11Q5. This is an 
instance of clarification of implied information and – though it is common in Qumran 
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literature – it does not constitute a sectarian variant as it is simply drawing out already 
expressed sentiment. This is therefore a non-sectarian variant as per Rule #3. 
 
Psalm 119:176 (11Q5 14:6) has ÔKy#RtOwVxImŒ (your commandments) and hkytwwdo 
(your testimony). It is difficult to identify a defendable theological motivation for this 
change in term. There are no variants listed in the BHS apparatus and so no insight is 
available from that quarter. Since the subtle change in theological meaning cannot be linked 
to Qumran to the exclusion of other sects, it contravenes Rule #3 and is therefore not a 
sectarian variant. The repeated use of this twdo in place of twxm may simply represent a 




The preceding variants, though causing changes in the way these verses might be 
translated in most instances, do not alter the meaning of the texts to a significant degree, 
amounting to several instances of synonym use or style preference. Though an exhaustive 
examination of their usage in other contexts and documents might prove insightful to some 
areas of study, such a study is beyond the scope of this essay as I do not think the results 
would indicate sectarian motivations on a theological level or vice versa. I shall therefore 
transition now to those variants that significantly alter meaning, and have a greater chance 
of exhibiting theological – and possibly sectarian – features or implications. 
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Type 5.2, 5.4, and 5.7 
Psalm 119:2 (11Q5 6:12) reads …wh…wáv √r √dˆy b¶El_lDkV;b wy#DtOdEo yñérVxOn yérVvAaœ in MT (“Happy are 
those who keep his decrees, who seek him with their whole heart”), whereas 11Q5 reads 
hwCrwdy to[ lwkb wtwdo yrxwn ]yrCa (“Happy are those who keep his decrees, who seek 
him at all times”). There first real variant present is the change to to (time) from b¶El (heart) 
– type 5.2. This variant is intentional as to and b¶El are too different to be interchangeable 
by accident. There is also no indication that the alteration from a heart-related seeking to a 
time-related seeking would be objectionable to any segment of Second Temple period 
Judaism and so this does not seem to be motivated to conform to a particular sect as 
opposed to others. The BHS records no variants for this verse and an Accordance search for 
hwCrwdy to reveals nothing in the Dead Sea Scrolls and so it appears to be unique. This 
variant fulfills only Rule #2 for “intentionality” (though it does not violate Rule #4 for 
“consistency/repetition”) and is therefore most likely a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:5 (11Q5 6:15) reads ÔKyá®;qUj rñOmVvIl y#Dk ∂r √d …wnñO;kˆy yAlSjAa (“O that my ways 
may be steadfast in keeping your statutes!”) and hktm[a rwmCl ykrd wnwky y]lja (“O 
that my ways may be steadfast to preserve your truth!”). Though a significant portion of 
this sample is reconstructed, the final word of the line is obviously a variation and the 
minor degree of reconstruction of the word is reasonably certain. MT uses the term ÔKyá®;qUj 
(statutes) whereas 11Q5 uses hktm[a (truth). If we rely on evidence presented earlier in 
this essay we can conclude that this reading is secondary and varies from a natural, sound 
reading. Due to the lack of similar-looking letters and the length of the words, there can be 
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little doubt that the variant is intentional. There are no variants for this verse listed in the 
BHS. Forms of tma are also found in Psalm 119:43, 142, 151 and 160 (11Q5 8:7, 12:15, 
13:2 13:12). In these instances 11Q5 does not vary the term, and so any argument for this 
variation based on theology would be defeated by repeated instances of conformity later in 
the text – though these might argue for an understanding of the words as synonyms. It also 
does not seem to avoid or produce a theological tenet particular to any individual Jewish 
sect. Though it is possible that some nuance in either word created enough difference in 
meaning to the ear of the Second Temple scribe, we have no access to this phenomenon 
with present data, and so it must remain an unknown. The very presence of this variant 
against a sound reading might argue that the word was seen as having a different meaning – 
why change it if the result is the same? – but due to the similar signification of these terms 
in this context (as far as present scholarship is aware) and the use of the MT term elsewhere 
in the same context in 11Q5, an argument could be made for similar meaning as well. In the 
absence of better data, I shall categorize it as a change to a word of a different meaning – 
type 5.2. 
 
Psalm 119:37 (11Q5 8:1) The MT phrase, yˆn`E¥yAj ÔK¶Rk ∂r √dI;b (“let me live in your ways” 
or “give me life in your ways”) differs from 11Q5’s ynnwj hkrbdk (“show me favour 
according to your word”). This is repeated in verses 40 (11Q5 8:4), 107 (11Q5 11:3), 156 
(11Q5 13:7) and 159 (11Q5 13:11). If one accepts the first translation offered (mine) – “let 
me live in your ways” – then one could understand the petitioner as already having the 
confidence of eternal life, while asking for a daily expression of that in his life. In this 
sense, there is none of what Ulrich described as a “jarring” effect desired for identification 
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of sectarian variants166 – that is, the Qumranite reader would not have read the text and 
understood its theology to be markedly different from his own. If this was the case for the 
scribe, there would be little impetus for altering the text and some other explanation would 
be needed, such as the employment of a different source text than P-MT – which is unlikely 
considering the high degree of similarity present between the two texts. 
 However, “Give me life in your ways” (as the NRSV translates it) does seem 
incongruous with Qumranite theology (see below), and the Sectarian scribe who read it thus 
would probably feel compelled to alter it in a manner much like that present in 11Q5. In the 
context of the theology apparent in 1QS (as discussed in the next paragraph) this translation 
would have been jarring enough to warrant further investigation. 
The Community at Qumran already saw themselves as possessing eternal life, 
demonstrated by continued good standing in the fellowship of the Yahad; they did not need 
to ask for it continually or multiple times – their very presence in the Yahad would have 
been an outward sign of eternal election.167 Such men believed that God had ordained every 
person (1QS 2:2) and every thing (1QS 3:15, 16), great or small, from the very beginning. 
Each man was to know his place in the “eternal society” (1QS 2:23). It would seem strange 
that these men would ask for “life,” much as it would seem strange for a fervent, practicing 
Calvinist in good standing and confidence to ask again and again for salvation. Though not 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
166 Ulrich, “The Absence,” 182. 
 
167 It is also true that some members of the Yahad were thrown out for nonconformist behaviour with 
regard to the Law as interpreted by the Teacher of Righteousness and other leaders. These were, however, 
considered men who were “initiated into the covenant with unrepentant heart” (1QS 2:11) and not true holders 
of eternal life. Such men are believed to be self-conscious and aware of this lack of repentance even at the 
point of (insincere) entrance into the covenant (1QS 2:13, 14). It is implied, then, that the Qumranite who is in 
good outward standing, and is confident in his own election, knows that he has been chosen and has been 
given eternal life. This dynamic would have enabled the group to expel a member for entering insincerely, 
considering any protestations to the contrary as further dishonesty. 
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impossible, this does seem unlikely and would be an odd wording to include in a sacred text 
of this context. 
Instead I propose that the Qumranites would be more inclined to ask for 
graciousness, for a lack of hardships. They knew that hardships might come to them and 
that it was their responsibility to bear up under them in obedience, according to the 
covenant of the Yahad (1QS1:17, 18). 1QS details a situation in which each person’s eternal 
destination/result is predetermined, but the degree of blessing, “good thing[s],”  wisdom, 
etc. is juxtaposed with potential trouble (1QS 2:1-10). The writer asks that the non-
covenant person receive no help when he cries out and he wishes calamity even upon the 
offspring of such people. With ultimate results predetermined, what is left is the day-to-day 
challenges of life: “favour” through God’s loving-kindness or a lack thereof through God’s 
hatred of evil, evil actions, and evildoers (1QS 2:15-17). In God’s mystery, 1QS tells us, 
evil is allowed to endure for a time, even seeming to prosper (1QS 3:23), but this is not the 
whole picture.  
God, according to his loving-kindness (1QS 10:16) has chosen some to represent 
him as Children of Light. It is this reliance on God’s loving-kindness, I propose, that 
triggers the scribe’s desire to use “show me favour” rather than “give me life.” “Life”, the 
writer already has; only “favour” comes and goes as either the Children of Light or the 
Children of Darkness gain the upper hand. Since God’s “ways” include the mystery of 
allowing the evil to prosper for a time, alongside his chosen ones, perhaps “according to 
your word” is an appeal to verses like Jeremiah 29:11, God’s plans “for welfare and not for 
harm.” A sectarian nature may be more probable for this than is any other known 
motivation, and the intention involved is bolstered by the consistent repetition of its use: 
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This variant is repeated in Psalm 119:40, 88, 107, 132, 156 and 159 (11Q5 8.4, 10.7, 11.3, 
13.7, and 13.11) – seven occurrences in total even in this relatively short selection of text.  
A sectarian interpretation must be taken with some caution, however, for two 
reasons. First, this form does not occur in any of the non-biblical texts. Though the theme 
and concept can be expressed without the verbatim phraseology, it is nonetheless peculiar 
that there is not a single instance of it in the sectarian literature. However, though Nnj is 
found in Isaiah 33:2 ( …wn™E…nDj), Psalm 4:1 (yˆnG´…nDj) and 6:2 (yˆn¶E…nDj) of MT, it is not as variation 
away from hyj , as is the case in 11Q5 – Nnj would have represented, presumably, the 
original intended meaning.  
The MT Isaiah Nnj reading is the same as that of 1QIsaa 27:2 (wnnwj) and 4Q57 
f21_22:2 (wnnj). Psalm 4:2 is not represented in the DSS. Psalm 6:2 is damaged in 4Q83 
f1:7 and not represented by most other scrolls, but enough survives in 11Q8 f1:1 (yn]»nwj) to 
determine that this Qumran text matches MT in this instance. In all of these other situations, 
“favour” would agree with the Yahad theology as revealed by 1QS as per the discussion 
above. The Qumranites would not have had a problem with these other instances, because 
the wording coincided with their own theology; the readings would have had no “jarring” 
effect from the Qumranite point of view. It is only when faced with the term hyj in this 
context in the Psalm that, I propose, the scribe of 11Q5 felt the need to make a change. 
The second caution is due to possible inconsistency within the Qumran corpus: 
another of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 4Q89, supports the MT reading over that of 11Q5. Though 
uniqueness is a virtue if coupled with regularity and agreement within a sect, it becomes 
problematic if there are contradicting texts held as authoritative by the same group. Such 
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contradictions exist (in the modern canon of the Bible for example)168 and are not 
insurmountable, but they do elicit increased care. There are no variations listed in the BHS 
that coincide with the 11Q5 reading, but 4Q89 agrees in its reading with both MT and with 
supporting language from LXX. 4Q89 f1i:1 reads ynyj «Kkrdb (“let me live in your ways” 
or “give me life in your ways”). In Psalm 119:40 (4Q89 f1i:4) we find the similar phrase 
»ynyj Ktqdxb (“let me live in your righteousness” or “give me life in your righteousness”). 
Though largely reconstructed, Psalm 119:50 (4Q89 f1ii_3:8) reads [yn] |tyj Kt|r[ma yk (“let 
me live according to your truth” or “give me life according to your truth). The other Psalm 
119 verses in question are not extant in 4Q89.  
Though these instances would seem to support the MT reading and undermine the 
argument for a sectarian reading of this phrase in 11Q5, it should be noted that the second 
person pronominal suffixes in 4Q89 also follow the tradition of MT, indicating a closer 
textual relationship – a general style more akin to MT than to 11Q5. Considering the 
similarity in proposed dates of the two scrolls – the first century CE for both 11Q5 and 
4Q89 – this may be explained in a number of ways. Such differences could be explained by 
development of the group (and, presumably, nuances of its theological perspective and foci) 
over a relatively short period of time, by the presence of collected works alongside more 
authoritative ones, or by scribal activity by two scribes: one with insufficient authority or 
too little confidence to alter an existing reading contained in the source material, and 
another who had such authority or confidence. A more conservative scribe may retain 
readings statically while a contemporary might alter them to better suit his purpose and/or 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
168 In the Gospels, for example, with regard to the night of the “Last Supper” (Matthew 26, Mark 14, 
Luke 22, John 13) or with regard to differing accounts of creation in the book of Genesis (Chapters 1, 2). 
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understanding. These propositions, however, are mainly based on conjecture. We may posit 
various explanations for these five instances of this particular variant, but one cannot 
definitively discount sectarian theology from the motivation.   
In summary, the variant is likely secondary, it is seemingly intentional, the best 
explanation for its existence is a one of sectarian theology, and it is repeated. Rules #1-4 
are all feasibly fulfilled by this variant. My argument for its nature is not definitive or 
necessarily compelling, but it does what it is meant to do: demonstrate the possibility of a 
sectarian variant in the biblical Dead Sea Scrolls. This set of variants is a candidate for 
reasonable doubt against Ulrich’s statement. 
 
Psalm 119:48 (11Q5 8:12) The first real variant is hDjy¶IcDa ◊w (and I will meditate) 
and hCyCaw (and I will rejoice). The motivation behind this word choice is worthy of some 
conjecture (especially when considered in concert with the two instances discussed after 
this one). Gabrielle Boccaccini highlights the active, hands-on lifestyle of the Essenes in 
contrast to the contemplative life of other Jewish sects of the Second Temple period, citing 
Philo’s description of the two groups as evidence for his theory.169 Perhaps this variant is a 
result of that active nature, the Qumran Community expressing the preference for words 
denoting action over words denoting contemplation. The expression of a desire to rejoice in 
the statutes of God, however, is not one peculiar to the Community or even to Essenes in 
general. For this reason, Rule #3 is not satisfactorily fulfilled and this is categorized as a 
non-sectarian variant. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
169 Boccaccini, Beyond the Essene Hypothesis, (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdman’s, 1998), 26. 
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Likewise, in Psalm 119:106 (11Q5 11:12), the first real variant is r#OmVvIlŒ (to 
keep/confirm) and twCol (to do/make). This case might be similar to that above, in which 
the more active nuance to the 11Q5 verb better suits the reported nature of the sectarian 
scribe. In any case, the verbs are too close in meaning – virtually synonymous – and such 
speculation is too subjective to be of much use here and I shall therefore also categorize this 
variant as non-sectarian.   
 
Psalm 119:110 (11Q5 11:6) has the addition of yna (I) to 11Q5. This alters the 
translation slightly, but does not convey any theological meaning. This is therefore a non-
sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:117 (11Q5 11:13) has h™DoVvRa ◊w (and may I gaze/have regard for) and 
aCaw (and may I carry). The 11Q5 phrase hkyqwj aCaw (“and may I carry your statutes”) 
occurs only in this instance, and the vague similarity to hoCaw might explain this 
peculiarity, as would the weakening of the ayin, as Qimron discusses,170 but the removal of 
the preposition from the following term would argue against scribal error. It is also feasible 
that the Qumran scribe preferred the more active sense of “carrying” the statutes as opposed 
to “gazing” upon or “having regard” for them, as discussed above. This is classified as non-
sectarian.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
170 Qimron, The Hebrew of, §200.11 See also Isa 28:15, 48:14; Lam 5:10; 3Q15 1:4; 4Q524 f1_4:5. 
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The next, different real variant is in Psalm 119:83 (11Q5 10:2), in ÔKy#®;qUjŒ (your 
statutes) and hkdsj (your loving-kindness). Though 11Q5 uses “loving-kindness” thirty-
four times, only four of these are in Psalm 119. Of those four, MT uses it three times, in 
verses 41, 64 and 88. Only here in verse 83 is there a discrepancy. For this reason, this must 
be categorized as a non-sectarian variant as per Rules #3 (specific to one group or sect) and 
#4 (repeated – and without contradiction). 
 
Psalm 119:85 (11Q5 10:4) The variant is in twóøjyIv (pits) and tjC ([a] pit) and is 
one of two possible situations. The first is the singularisation of the MT reading. This does 
not appear to have theological significance, nor are there other variants in the BHS 
apparatus to indicate any problematic aspects to the text. This would therefore be a non-
sectarian variant. There is a second possibility though. The word occurs in the Qumran 
corpus eighty seven times. Twenty four of those are the singular form of the noun, the other 
sixty three are verb forms (to destroy/corrupt). This does not occur as a plural noun at all in 
the Qumran texts. It occurs twenty three times as a singular noun in the MT and one 
hundred forty five times as a verb. Preliminary searches of other third-t words indicate that 
they are probably rare in the plural. MT uses twóøjyIv (pits) – the plural form of  jyIv (pit) – 
to communicate plural traps. It seems that the Qumran scribe saw the singular as preferable 
in this case, which would have been noteworthy on its own (admittedly to a small degree), 
but what is more he chose to alter the root term. Of the instances of this new root occurring 
in the Qumran corpus, nine of them are in Psalms. Considering that this same word appears 
in the much-larger MT corpus only twenty four times, there appears to be a definite impetus 
for its use by the sectarians. An explanation for this might be found in the suggestion that 
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the term was used to signify perdition or hell. If this is accurate, then it is of note that the 
scribe employed a term so pregnant in meaning and so common at Qumran.  
My hesitation in accepting this proposal is not in the high frequency of its use, but 
rather in the complete absence of the use of the MT term – if there were some use of the 
MT term in instances when a physical pit was indicated, then the change in term in other 
situations where perdition or hell better suited would support the theory of that meaning. 
Without any such examples, it is difficult to prove differences in meaning as a better 
explanation than differences in form. This is an intriguing case, but there is insufficient data 
for a firm decision.  
 
In Psalm 119:92 (11Q5 10:11) the real variant is in y`Iy ◊nDoVb (in my misery/affliction) 
and ynwwob (in my guilt). This variant does not occur in 4Q89 nor does the BHS have any 
apparatus for this verse. This variant appears to be another development in 11Q5 by a scribe 
willing to make sectarian modifications. In this case, the alteration of the idea of “misery” 
to one of “guilt” seems to highlight sentiment apparent in the induction ceremony of 1QS. 
The Levites, we are told, recite the wicked acts and guilty transgressions (twnwwo) of the 
sons of Israel.171 The initiates also confess their guilt and the guilt of their fathers – in 
which they would have perished were it not for the loving-kindness of God.172 This 
concept, though not unique to Qumran, is seemingly more in focus in 1QS than it is in 
Psalm 119 in general. This reading fulfills Rule #1 (secondary); Rule #2 (intentional), as it 
is obviously not an error; fulfills Rule #3 in the sense of a unique degree of focus; and does 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
171 1QS 1:22, 23 
 
172 1QS 1:24-2:1	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not contravene Rule #4 by being contradicted by other variants. Though not provable, this 
must be considered a possible sectarian variant.173 Here, too, we may find support for the 
reasonable doubt we seek. 
 
Psalm 119:116 (11Q5 11:12) has yáîrVbIÚcIm (from my hope) and yrbCmm (from my 
wave). At first glance, it would seem that 11Q5 has added a superfluous mem, resulting in a 
change in the term from “hope” to “wave.” However, the spelling with the additional mem 
(rbCm) occurs in 1QHa 11:9-13, 17; 14:26; 16:32; 17:4, 7; 19:35; 4Q428 f4:2; 4Q429 
f4ii:2; and 4Q432 f5:3, whereas the MT term (rbC) occurs only in Psalm 119:116 and 
146:5 – and never in the literature from Qumran. This seems to be a case in which “wave” 
is an idiom that made sense to the original author and readers, but for which we have lost 
the definite meaning. Its usage in 1QHa suggests that it signified something like “torment” 
or “labour pains” and that it was used in some contexts as a pun on the “mouth of the 
cervix.” The translation “Do not shame me because of my torments” is intriguing in light of 
the 1QS oath not to fall away due to trials, but its sentiment is not unique to Qumran, and so 
is not sectarian.174  
 
Psalm 119:129 (11Q5 12:2) has twñøaDlVÚp (wonders) altered to tpn yglp (streams of 
honey). The  phrase is, as a pair, hapax legomenon and the single word used here for 
“honey” or “honeycomb” (tpn) is found in only five other places in the Hebrew Bible: 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
173 DJD IV notes 1ms Ken with the same/similar reading. My study did not encompass this 
document, though it might be useful to further study in this area. 
 
174 1QS 1:17, 18  
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Psalm 19:11, Proverbs 5:3, 24:13, 27:7 and Song of Songs 4:11. Psalms 19:11 uses it, 
alongside the more common v#Ab √;d, in comparison to the sweetness of the words of God. 
Proverbs 5:3 uses it to describe the words of a loose woman; 24:13 compares it to wisdom. 
27:7 states that “a sated appetite spurns honey,” metaphorically using it to signify anything 
normally highly desirable. Finally, Song of Songs uses it, along with v#Ab √;d, to describe the 
words of the bride. It is therefore used three of five times in reference to words, once in 
reference to wisdom, and once to signify a highly desirable thing. As these instances 
illustrate, the usage is – with metaphorical inferences considered – quite consistent.  
Nothing about the meaning of this variant is unique to Qumran and, for that reason, 
this intriguing variant must be classified as non-sectarian. 
 
Psalm 119:131 (11Q5 12:4) has the omission of y™I;k (because) from 11Q5. See the 
discussion on variant types 1.4 and 1.5 for details on the implications of added/omitted 
conjunctions. This is a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:142 (11Q5 12:15) has three variants that work to develop one variant 
meaning. The first is in  ∞ÔKVt ∂q √dIx (your righteousness – singular) and tØw[qdx] (righteousness 
– plural) and is the shift to the plural form and the loss of the pronominal suffix in 11Q5. 
This combines with the second variant – q®d ∞Rx (a righteousness) and the plural twqd[x] 
(rightousness) – and the third variant – M¡DlwøoVl (to forever) and Mlwo (forever) – to generate 
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two different meanings. MT reads “Your righteousness [is] everlasting righteousness”175 
whereas 11Q5 reads “Righteousness [is] righteousness forever.” The Community believed 
that each person had a certain level of standing (wdmom tyb)176 and that the righteousness 
demonstrated in this life was due to – and a sign of – each person’s predetermined standing 
before God.177 Perhaps this variant is meant to refer to the righteous deeds and lives of the 
Community members – through God’s decree – and not to the righteousness of God alone. 
Interesting as such speculation may be, the evidence is not strong enough to classify this as 
sectarian; I shall list this entire shift in meaning as a single non-sectarian variant.  
 
Psalm 119:152 (11Q5 13:3) has ÔKy¡RtOdEoEm (from your decrees) and hktodm (from 
knowledge of you) and represents a shift in term from twdo (decree) to tod (knowledge 
[of]). These two terms have related meanings in that knowledge of God is gleaned – at least 
partially – through knowledge of his decrees. Perhaps this is an implication by the 11Q5 
scribe that his instruction is on a more intimate level than that delivered through decrees 
alone. In the Book of Job, for example, Job exclaims that he had heard of God before, but 
now has “seen” him first hand178 – perhaps metaphorically through the events that had 
occurred, or during the questioning of Job 38. It is also possible that this variant occurred 
through metathesis and the resulting variation in meaning made sufficient sense that no 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
175 This is also supported by LXX, as translated in The Septuagint with Apocrypha (in Greek and 
English), Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1972 and in Albert Pietersma and Benjamin G. Wright, A New English 
Translation of the Septuagint, New York: Oxford University Press, 2007. 
 
176 1QS 2:22-3 
 
177 1QS 3:6; 4:6, 7, 22, 24, 25; etc. 	  
178 Job 42:5 
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need for correction was identified. In either case, since knowledge of God is not a claim 
made by the Community alone and metathesis would have been a simple error, it does not 
fulfill Rule #3 and/or is not intentional and is therefore a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:153 (11Q5 13:4) has the omission of y™I;k (because) from 11Q5. See the 
discussion on variant types 1.4 and 1.5 for details on the implications of added/omitted 
conjunctions. This is a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:159 (11Q5 13:11) has yˆn`E¥yAj ñÔK √;dVsAj`V;k (“according to your kindness, [give] 
me life”) and ynnwj hktrmak (“according to your word, [show] me favour”). These two 
variations (“kindness” to “word” and “life” to “favour”) alter the meaning of the phrase and 
may constitute a sectarian variant as discussed in relation to Psalm 119:37 (11Q5 8:1). I 
shall list the two of them as a single possible sectarian variant. 
 
 
Variant Types 5.8 and 5.9 
This variant type is the alteration, addition or omission of a pronominal suffix. 
 
Psalm 119:2 (11Q5 6:12) The second real variation is in …wh…wáv √r √dˆy (they will seek 
him/it) versus hwCrwdy (they will seek her/it). The absence of the waw at the terminus of the 
word in 11Q5 creates some possible ambiguity with regard to identification of the subject in 
the second clause. This comes down to whether or not this is a real variant or an error in 
orthography.  
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If this is a real variant, the scribe has intentionally altered the pronominal suffix 
from masculine singular to feminine singular. 11Q5, if this is the case, must contain some 
variant in the non-extant portion, most likely an alternate word for wy#DtOdEo (his decrees), or 
perhaps a singularisation of it, though that would not conform well to the trend of 
pluralisation found in most of the studied sections. For illustrative purposes, consider a 
substitution of  wtrwt (his instruction/law) for wy#DtOdEo (his decrees). In this case, the 
pronominal suffix of hwCrwdy (they will seek her/it) would be feminine, and would refer to 
the law. The whole sentence might then read “Blesses are the keepers of his law; at all 
times they will seek it” (my translation). This solution does, however, require substantial 
conjecture, assuming that a solid MT reading had been altered in the non-extant portion and 
reconstructed (mistakenly) identical to the MT reading. 
The second possibility is much simpler in that it only requires that the missing waw 
be considered a scribal error. If this is the case, the reconstructed portion may be left to 
stand as-is and the final pronominal suffix altered to read in the masculine, as does its MT 
parallel. One might even hypothesize that the substantially greater frequency of he ending 
in the plene-inclined Qumran texts might explain why a scribe could leave off the waw and 
not notice immediately that he had made a mistake. Only the absence of one small letter 
(and next to a very common ending letter) is to blame. 
I reject the second explanation, however, despite its simplicity. Though it may seem 
the smoothest explanation, it requires the assumption that the reconstructed portion is 
accurate at the expense of the extant portion. That is, we must use our assumption that 
11Q5 matches MT in the reconstructed case in order to defend the missing waw as a 
mistake in the extant portion. I see the appeal of this, but cannot, on principle, give 
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precedent to a non-extant portion over the extant without further supporting data. The 
frequent variations in vocabulary, especially with regard to words pertaining to truth and 
law, lead me to conclude that it is just as likely – perhaps more so – that the missing portion 
contains a change in number and (perhaps) vocabulary as compared to MT. For example, 
verse 5 (11Q5 6:16) exhibits a change from ÔKyá®;qUj (your statutes) to hktm[a (your truth). 
Despite the minor degree of reconstruction, this is clearly a shift from one plural, masculine 
lexeme to a singular feminine one. This is just the kind of variant that, if once present in the 
portion of the verse 2 (11Q5 6:12) text that is now missing, would explain the difference 
without argument. I shall assume a type 5.1 or 5.2 variant in the reconstructed portion and 
designate the extant variant as an alteration of pronominal suffix – type 5.9. 
 
Psalm 119:41 (11Q5 8:5) This verse is problematic on several levels. In the MT 
reading, the consonantal orthography looks singular (and The Anchor Bible proposes that 
parallelism with the singular “your salvation” supports singular vocalization),179 but it is 
pointed as a plural. The qal form taking a pronominal suffix is unique to this situation and 
so is also potentially problematic. I translate this as “And let your kindness, LORD, come to 
me; your salvation according to your word.” This is an understandable reading, though 
perhaps not entirely smooth or unproblematic. The 11Q5 reading translates as “And let the 
kindness of the LORD come to me, your salvation according to your word” (mine). The 
variant is a shift from the second person singular pronominal suffix in ÔKâ®dDsSj (your loving-
kindness) to the lack of it in dsj (loving-kindness). In MT, hwhy is vocative, but with the 
removal of the second person singular pronominal suffix, dsj is now in construct with 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
179 Dahood, The Anchor Bible, 179. 
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hwhy, which creates possible ambiguity with regard to the subject. If the subject of the 
sentence were “the LORD,” it would be awkward to use “the LORD” as a third person 
reference immediately followed by “your salvation” with the second person pronominal 
suffix. The11Q5 reading does not have a clear subject. We are faced with the difficulty of 
the removal of the vocative, and the subsequent shifts from the second person (“you”) to the 
third (the LORD) and back to the second person (“you”).  
The best explanation with present data is that the scribes of  both 4Q89 and 11Q5 
attempted to fix the difficulties in the MT – with 4Q89 having more success than 11Q5 – 
but with neither creating a reading without issues. None of the solutions here are 
theological in nature, and so a sectarian variant is off of the table – we shall leave it here as 
an interest for further study elsewhere.  
 
Psalm 119:49 (11Q5 8:13) The next real variant is in the same word, and is the 
inclusion of the second person singular pronominal suffix. The 11Q5 reading is supported 
by the LXX and Í and may therefore simply reflect one of these other traditions in this 
instance. The function of the pronoun is implied in the MT reading, but perhaps due to the 
possibility of ambiguity – it could be someone else’s word the scribe wants God to 
remember – the 11Q5 scribe chose the clearer tradition. Since misunderstanding the 
implication is unlikely at best, this is listed as a non-sectarian variant, added for reasons of 
clarity.  
 
Psalm 119:119 (11Q5 11:15) The second real variant in this verse is in D;t¶A;bVvIh (you 
cease - hifil) and ytbCj (I have thought/accounted - piel) and is the shift in person as it 
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works in relation to the meaning of the verb. In the MT reading, it is God who is said to 
reject the wicked as dross. In 11Q5, it is the author who accounts them as such. LXX 
supports this Qumranite reading and so it appears that this is a wider-spread alternative 
textual tradition, and not tied to any particular sect. 
 
Psalm 119:152 (11Q5 13:3) The second real variant in this verse is in M`D;t √dAs ◊y (you 
have established them) and yntdsy (you have established me) and is much more 
compelling. The Qumranites believed that each of the members have been chosen to inhabit 
a predestined place (wdmom tyb)180 and that the leaders in particular were appointed to the 
highest levels of honour.181 This may indicate that the establishment of the individual is a 
more pressing matter than the establishment of God’s decrees, perhaps because the latter is 
a forgone conclusion throughout Second Temple period Judaism and the former was of 
particular focus at Qumran. It is tempting to include this variant among the possible 
sectarian examples, but pending a more exhaustive search of Jewish literature of the time 
period I am hesitant to do so. Rules #1, #2 and #4 do not pose a problem, but #3 may not be 
fulfilled. For now I shall categorize this as a non-sectarian variant, but worthy of further 
research and possibly deserving of a change in category. 
 
Psalm 119:160 (11Q5 13:12) has the omission of the second person pronominal 
suffix from ÔKá®q √dIx (your righteousness), leaving qdx (righteousness). This is another 
instance where the Qumran focus on their own righteousness and election may have 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
180 1QS 2:22-3 
 
181 1QS 2:20	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motivated this slight alteration of the text, but for which there is not enough evidence to 
demonstrate sectarian uniqueness. This must be classified, therefore, as a non-sectarian 
variant in accordance with Rule #3. 
 
 
Variant Type 5.10 and 5.11 
Psalm 119:37 (11Q5 8:1) is the alteration of the inseparable prefix in the midst of an 
important variant discussed in relation to variant type 5.2 as it occurs in verse 37 and 
similar variants. I will not repeat the discussion here. The shift in inseparable prefix does 
not carry much impact here and does not significantly alter the meaning on its own. 
 
Psalm 119:87 (11Q5 10:6) The real variant is in X®r¡DaDb (in/on the earth) and Xram 
(from the earth). The 11Q5 reading seems to be dealing with problematic wording extant in 
the MT. This theory is supported by the note in the BHS apparatus, suggesting a similar 
reading to that found in 11Q5. Rather than rendering the meaning something like “They 
have almost made an end of me on earth,” as the NRSV does, 11Q5 could be translated 
“They have almost eliminated me from the earth” or something similar. This seems more 
motivated by awkward wording than theological interests and so I will classify this as a 
non-sectarian reading. 
 
Psalm 119:110 (11Q5 11:6) The third variant is in the same word and is the 
omission of the preposition (Nm prefix) in 11Q5. This omission is implied in the 11Q5 
reading and must be supplied in the English translation, or the root of the final word of the 
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line (hot) be translated by the transitive form of the English word “transgress” rather than 
the intransitive “err.” This is a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:117 The second real variant is in ÔKyâ®;qUjVb (at your statutes) and hkyqwj 
(your statutes) and is explained by the alteration of the previous word; the MT reading 
requires it, whereas the 11Q5 reading requires its absence. This is therefore a non-sectarian 
variant working in cooperation with the previous variant. 
 
Psalm 119:133 (11Q5 12:6) has ÔK¡Rt ∂rVmIaV;b (in your word) and hktrmal (to your 
word) and is an alteration of the preposition prefix. Either suffix is able to convey the 
necessary meaning and there is no conceivable theological motivation for choosing one 
over the other. The variant is more than simple spelling as it produces a change in the 
sound. This is a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:142 (11Q5 12:15) has the addition of a lamed preposition. This is 
simply an alternate way to express distant time, a long time, or perhaps eternity. This is 
therefore a minor change that does not require further discussion for our purpose. 
 
Psalm 119:162 (11Q5 13:14) has a#ExwømV;kŒ (like one who finds) and axwmm (more 
than one who finds) and is a Nm for k variation of preposition which utilizes the Nm in the 
comparative sense.182 This may indicate that the 11Q5 scribe desired to communicate the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
182 Williams, William’s Hebrew Syntax, §317 
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comparative worthlessness of spoil and value of God’s word. There are no variants in the 
BHS apparatus to indicate that this is a problematic verse to any other sect, and yet it is 
difficult to defend any statement to the effect that the Qumranites could lay claim to this 
sentiment as unique to themselves. For this reason, this is another intriguing reading which 
must be categorized as non-sectarian in accordance with Rule #3. 
 
 
Types 5.12 and 5.13 
Psalm 119:16 (11Q5 7:2) The final word of the verse, ÔKá®rDb √;d (your word) reads hkyrbd 
(your words - plural) in 11Q5. The BHS states that some MT manuscripts read Kyrbd 
(your words), a reading supported by LXX and Í. 11Q5 uses the plural form (with the 
second person singular pronominal suffix) ten times and the singular form (with the second 
person singular pronominal suffix) four times183 in Psalm 119 alone. Likewise, in Psalm 
119 of the MT the plural form (with the second person singular pronominal suffix) is used 
five times and the singular form (with the second person singular pronominal suffix) 
sixteen times. It is not a difference based on the indicated source of the words; in each of 
these cases the word(s) referred to are that/those of God. The plural is used far less in the 
MT than is the singular, but we find the plural more than twice as much as the singular in 
the same (extant) section of 11Q5. There is a marked quantitative difference in incidences. 
This variant nonetheless comes up against Rule #4 – it is not consistent. Therefore this 
11Q5 variant fulfills Rule #1 (secondary) and possibly Rule #2 (intentional), but does not 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
183 This does not include reconstructed singular usages in Psalm 119:25 (11Q5 7:11) and Psalm 
119:28 (11Q5 7:14). 
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fulfil Rule #3 (specific to one group) or #4 (consistent usage). It is therefore a non-sectarian 
variant of type 5.12. 
 
For Psalm 119:17 (11Q5 7:3), 119:18 (11Q5 7:4), 119:49 (11Q5 8:13), 119:114 
(11Q5 11:10) and 119:160 (11Q5 13:12) see the note above.       
 
Psalm 119:45 (11Q5 8:8b, 9) The first is in h¡DbDj √rDb (in the wide/spacious – noun) 
and hybwjrb (in the wide/spacious (plural) – functions as an adjective): the shift to the 
plural form in 11Q5. There are no notes on this in the BHS apparatus, no extant example in 
4Q89, and no apparent theological motivation for the pluralizing of this word. For these 
reasons I categorize it as a non-sectarian variant. See the notes on Psalm 119:16 (above) for 
further discussion. 
 
Psalm 119:64 (11Q5 9:6) has the singularisation of “statute” in ÔKyñ®;qUj (your 
statutes) and hkqwj (your statute). This goes against the general trend of pluralisation in 
11Q5 as it is the only incident involving the law that is singularized. Other singularizations 
are in different contexts and are therefore not parallel examples. There is no apparent 
theological motivation for this change and no BHS variation list from which to draw 
insight. It is possible, but by no means conclusive, that the scribe simply missed the yod and 
consequent pluralisation.  
 
Psalm 119:72 (11Q5 9:14) The first real variant is in y#EpVlAaEmŒ (thousands) and 
]|Plam ([a] thousand). Though the portion immediately following the pe in 11Q5 is non-
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extant, the final form of the letter indicated a space and so the pertinent portion of the 
reconstruction is sound. In this case, the plural MT form is made singular in 11Q5. There is 
no BHS apparatus evidence to support the 11Q5 variant. The motivation for a variant like 
this is difficult to ascertain. Perhaps it is a Qumranite aversion to hyperbole or a desire for 
precision, but neither conjecture seems very compelling. This therefore does not fulfill Rule 
#3 and is therefore a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:82 (11Q5 10:1) The real variant is yÅnyEoœ …wâlD;k (my eyes fail) and ynyo 
htlk (my eye fails). There is no apparent theological aspect to this variant. It seems to be 
merely the difference between a more physical, plural metaphor of the author’s eyes 
looking out for the promise and the (perhaps) more symbolic, singular form. In both cases, 
the “eye(s)” in question is not literal and connotes perception and interpretation of events. 
This is therefore a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:137 (11Q5 12:10) has r#DvÎy ◊wŒ (“and straight” - singular) and MyrCyw (“and 
straight” - plural). The 11Q5 reading seems to be correcting a number non-agreement in the 
MT, and so this does not fulfill Rule #1 in altering a natural, sound reading. Similar 
(corrective?) readings occur in a few LXX manuscripts and in Hieronymous. It is a non-
sectarian variant.  
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Types 5.14, 5.15 and 5.16 
Psalm 119:70 (11Q5 9:12) There is a shift in yI;tVo`DvSo`Iv (I delight) and yow[C]|o|C ([is] my 
delight) from the pilpel perfect of the MT reading to the noun form of 11Q5. There is 
nothing in the BHS apparatus to suggest an alternate tradition from which it may have been 
drawn. Though there is a slight shift in meaning it does not appear to carry any theological 
variance and is simply a change in style. This is a non-sectarian variant. 
 
Psalm 119:71 (11Q5 9:13) The variant is in yIty¡E…nUo (I was afflicted) and yntyno (you 
afflicted me) and signifies a shift from the passive pual of the MT to the active piel of 
11Q5.184 This carries with it implications with regard to the part God plays in the sufferings 
of human kind. Qumran theology presents God as the creator of not only the Spirit of Truth 
(tmah twjwr), but also of the Spirit of Falsehood (lwoh twjwr).185 This latter spirit is 
appointed to afflict not only the wicked, but also the righteous.186 1QS 3:23 states plainly 
that “all of the afflictions of the righteous, and every trial in its season, occur because of 
this Angel’s diabolic rule” (wtmfCm tlCmmb Mtwrx ydowmw Mhyoygn lwkw). For the 
Qumranite, God “in his mystery” created this being for the sole purpose of doing evil and 
creating suffering and sin. This concept is problematic because the purposeful creation of 
one who does evil is usually considered tantamount to doing evil one’s self – not so at 
Qumran. Is this statement, then, an instance of a sectarian variant in 11Q5? It must be 
considered as at least possible, especially when considered alongside the first variant in 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
184 4Q89 is not extant in this section, and so no comparison with it can be made. 
 
185 1QS 3:18, 19  
 
186 1QS 3:21, 22	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Psalm 119:83 (11Q5 10:2) which exemplifies a similar dynamic. 11Q5 9:13 fulfills the 
requirements of Rule #1 (secondary), fulfills Rule #2 (intentional; alters a natural, sound 
reading), is jarring enough to prompt consideration of Rule #3 (specific to one group)187 
and though it is not repeated, as Ulrich suggested it ought to be, it is in a non-repeated 
phrase and plainly written. It is, however, also found in LXX. This must, for these reasons, 
be considered theological, but not necessarily a sectarian variant.188  
 
Psalm 119:83 (11Q5 10:2) yItyˆyDhœ (I have become) and yntyCo (you have made me). 
In considering this psalm, we should place it alongside Psalm 119:71 (11Q5 9:13) as 
discussed above. The metaphor “like a wineskin in the smoke” (rwóøfyIqV;b daâønV;k) is common 
to both readings and signifies struggle and persecution to an end of improving the character, 
just as the trial and curing effect of smoke improves the function of a wineskin. In the MT 
reading, however, it is implied that God is making use of trial and trouble, whereas 11Q5 
explicitly designates God as the active agent. For these reasons and those expressed in the 
first variant of Psalm 119:71 (11Q5 9:13) as discussed above, 11Q5 10:2 must be 
considered a possible sectarian variant. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
187 The LXX evidence, though useful in some instances to demonstrate alternate traditions, is not 
reliable with regard to a study of Second Temple period traditions of Psalms. Due to difficulty in dating the 
development of Psalms in the Greek, the Greek reading cannot be reliably considered either a source or a 
copy.	  e˙tapei÷nwsa¿ß me may be the source from which 11Q5 draws this reading, but it is more likely that 
11Q5 was written earlier, and may therefore be the source from which the LXX draws. It is therefore not 
sufficient to invoke Rule #3. For information on issues of dating the LXX Psalms, see Pietersma,	  Albert.	  "Greek	  Psalter	  :	  a	  question	  of	  methodology	  and	  syntax."	  Vetus	  Testamentum	  26,	  no.	  1	  (January	  1,	  1976):	  60-­‐69.	  ATLA	  Religion	  Database	  with	  ATLASerials,	  EBSCOhost	  (accessed	  September	  21,	  2012). 	  
 
188 At least when taken on its own. See the previous footnote and the discussion at the end of this 
section for consideration of theological variants working as a group. 
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Psalm 119:130 (11Q5 12:3) has a possible reading of the 11Q5 jtp as the 
imperative “open,” as opposed to the MT reading of jAt™EÚp (the opening) as a masculine 
singular noun construct. This reading is prompted by the second real variant of this verse 
(below), also an imperative but with graphic evidence to aid interpretation. Due to the 
cooperative effect of these two readings, I will classify this one as a non-sectarian variant. 
The reasons against an identification as a possible sectarian variant will be discussed with 
regard to the second variant. 
The second real variant is ry#IaÎy (it will enlighten) and rahw (and enlighten - 
imperative). Any verse pertaining to “light” or light/dark imagery is rife with sectarian 
possibility, but this imagery is not unique to any particular sect of Judaism; it is common in 
scripture. Perhaps the adversarial nature that is the focus of Qumranic light/dark imagery 
prompted the scribe to vary the reading to a plea – “Unfold your words and give the light of 
understanding to the simple” – rather than the descriptive nature of the MT reading. Such 
musings cannot go beyond speculation with extant evidence, however, and so this reading 
does not fulfil the requirements of Rule #3. It is non-sectarian. 
 
Psalm 119:164 (11Q5 13:16) has ÔKy¡I;tVlA;lIh (I have praised you – piel perfect) and 
hkll[ha (I will praise you – piel imperfect). The real variant is the seeming discrepancy in 
aspect. The perfect likely functions as a complete-action perfect.189 The imperfect, 
however, may be understood as a habitual (or “iterative”) imperfect, signifying an action 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
189 Williams, William’s Hebrew Syntax, §162 
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done regularly over time – as a habit.190 When analyzed with these possibilities in mind, the 
simplest explanation is that this difference in aspect is negligible with regard to practical 




5.17 Erasures of Letters and Words 
Determining the motivation behind certain erasures is difficult for several reasons. First, 
there are few, if any, clues as to who made the erasure. Unlike handwriting, which can be 
compared to the rest of the document, to other documents, and to redactive elements in the 
written text, erasures do not give an indication, as handwriting might, of who modified the 
text; they have no known identifying attributes. Without knowing who erased the letters 
(The initial author? A later copyist/redactor?) or when they were erased (during the initial 
copying? Much later?), it is doubly difficult to determine why they were erased. The 
underlying letter(s) can be identified, so we know what was removed – that is at least 
something with which to begin. 
The first incident, verse 111 (11Q5 11:7) not only relates to the discussion on the 
waw conjunction, but highlights the importance potentially placed upon these small but 
influential words. The difference is subtle, but potentially meaningful. In this case, it is a 
causal relationship that is at stake. The MT version places a causal relationship between 
having joy in the decrees, and the decrees being a heritage forever. It implies that this 
heritage belongs to the author because he finds joy in them, and may further imply that it is 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
190 Williams, William’s Hebrew Syntax, §168 	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the author who has somehow gained this heritage through action or merit within himself. 
This may well have been an uncomfortable implication to the Qumranite reader, who would 
have seen these phrases as mutually existent, paired but not in causal relationship.191 1QS 
tells us that, to the Qumranite, all things are predestined and every detail is according to the 
prepared plan of God.192  
The second incident gives even less insight. In this instance there is not only the 
removal of a waw conjunction (see above) but also the removal of the mem. Though the 
waw removal is intriguing for reasons already discussed, the mem seems at first to be best 
explained as a mistake, an over-erasure occurring at the time the waw was removed. One 
must ask, however, why the mem was not replaced at the time of the modification. Was it a 
case of different lexemes, for example? Speculation requires too much distance from the 




Psalm 119:42 (11Q5 8:6) The 11Q5 text has a correction, written above the line, in which 
an aleph is inserted to change hno from a third person masculine perfect form to a first 
person (common) imperfect. The MT reading is not problematic and translates fairly 
statically as “And I shall answer my reproachers [with] a word, for I trust in your word” 
(mine).  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
191 See footnote 139 on the implications of syntax similar to the English use of the semicolon. 
 
192 1QS  3:15 etc.	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11Q5 is less difficult – if one ignores the correction. Without the aleph it would 
translate, again fairly statically, as “And he answered my reproachers [with] a word, for I 
trust in your word” (mine). At first glance, it would seem that the scribe was attempting to 
put the answer in God’s mouth. However, the references to God in the second person in the 
clauses preceding and following refute this – or at least refute the success of it. The scribe 
would have to have written hno as a second person singular (either the perfect or imperfect 
would have worked). It would then have read ytjfb yk rbd yprwj htno “And you 
answered my reproachers [with] a word, for I trust[ed] in your word” or ytjfb yk rbd 
yprwj hnot  “And you will answer my reproachers [with] a word, for I trust in your word.”  
It is unlikely, in my opinion, that the scribe would have begun such an alteration of 
the subject (to third person) and then not carried it through with agreement later in the same 
verse – especially when the variant in question is sandwiched between frequent examples of 
references to God in the second person. In addition to that consideration, the palaeographic 
elements of the aleph in question are congruent with those surrounding it. If one compares 
it to its counterparts four lines down (second letter in) or two lines up (fifth letter in), for 
example, it appears very much the same with regard to style.193 Its slightly diminutive size 
is easily explained by its nature as an inserted correction, between the lines, and therefore 
reduced in size corresponding to the more limited blank space. 
This correction was therefore most likely inserted by the original scribe, at or very 
near the time of original scribing. It is not meant to create any variation in meaning from 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
193 James Sanders, Discoveries in the Judaean Desert, Vol. IV, New York: Oxford University Press, 
1965. Plate VII. 
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the source text, but is rather meant to remove a mistake and bring the 11Q5 text back into 
agreement with P-MT. 
 
 
Discussion of Notable Variants in Cooperation 
There is a nexus of elements occurring between 11Q5, several of the sectarian writings 
(represented here by 1QS) and other biblical scrolls from Qumran, especially 1QIsaa. 
Varying degrees of a tendency toward orthography described by Qimron as “Qumran 
scribal practice” or by Abegg as “Second Temple scribal practice” imply a connection 
between these manuscripts. The presence of this orthography in the conflict tefillin, together 
with the designation of such tefillin as rejected by later rabbinic (and perhaps contemporary 
establishment) authorities – hence the descriptive term “conflict” – may serve to strengthen 
the theory that these are the products of a self-segregated sect, such as that proposed at 
Qumran. It is upon this foundation – or in front of this backdrop – that the so-called “real” 
variants are placed and, I would argue, strengthened by this context. 
For example, let us examine a small grouping of interesting real variants in light of 
the fact that their textual tradition context is closely tied to the sect at Qumran. 
Psalm 119:83 (11Q5 10:2) alters the passive form “I have become” to the active, 
“you [God] have made me.” This puts the responsibility for the presence and power of evil 
on God’s shoulders, in agreement with the theology of 1QS and its description of the two 
opposing angels (1QS 3:18-4:11). Verse 85 (11Q5 10:4) follows closely after and utilizes a 
form of the word “pit” that occurs in the plural nowhere in extant scripture, and is believed 
to be a Qumranite term for “hell” or “perdition.” Verse 92 (11Q5 10:11) comes not long 
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after these and stresses guilt over misery, also commensurate with 1QS and the major part 
played in the covenant oath by the admission of the guilt of the petitioner and his 
forefathers (1QS 1:24-26; 2:5). Add to this the noteworthy language of Psalm 119:116 
(11Q5 11:12) in which we seem to encounter a metaphorical term meaning “torment” – like 
the verse just mentioned, this plea for strength to bear up under trial is thematically tied to 
the theology that trials will come, but the covenant member is not to fall away because of 
them (1QS 1:17). Qumranite theology holds individual wealth to be a potential danger (1QS 
5:2) and ties ideas of purity to the morality of the holder of such wealth (1QS 1:11-13; 3:2). 
It is therefore intriguing that verse 162 (11Q5 13:14) alters the simile from an equivalency 
(“like one who finds great spoil”) to a comparative in the word of God is worthy of greater 
rejoicing than the finding of “great spoil.”  
 
There is no holy grail here, no elephant hiding behind a bicycle, but what we do 
have is a consistent, sometimes-subtle alteration of a text which – due to factors unknown at 
this time – prevailed to become the representative Hebrew textual tradition of the Bible. 
These alterations are sometimes indicative of non-theological trends and preferences, but 
also seem to represent changes that have theological implications. These changes, though 
not found in every verse, are nonetheless too numerous to ignore or to discount without 





PART V: CONCLUSION 
 
 
As mentioned in the introduction, it is my goal to provide “reasonable doubt” with regard to 
Ulrich’s absolute statement that there are no sectarian variants in the biblical DSS. Due to 
the nature and paucity of the data available, current research tools are not able to determine 
definitive proof of sectarian variance in the section studied. This is further complicated by 
the ambiguity of dating the post-Pentateuch portions of LXX. The ambiguity opens up the 
possibility that LXX used something like 11Q5 as a source text or the alternative possibility 
that they each reflect a tradition that was used as a common source by 11Q5 and LXX.  
However, there is a nexus of elements that strongly indicates the practice of 
theologically-motivated variation in 11Q5. So-called “Qumran Scribal Practice,” present in 
conflict tefillin as well as 11QIsaa and 11Q5 is closely aligned with the Hebrew utilized at 
Qumran as evidenced in 1QS (as a representative sectarian text). These elements act as a 
backdrop to the real variants in question – specifically the Type 5.2 variants represented in 
verse 37 (and like variants), verse 48 (and like variants), verse 92 and verse 116 as well as 
Type 5.14 variant of verse 71 (and 83) and Type 5.8 of verse 152. These elements may even 
provide a sectarian context within which to seek theological variation. If these two factors 
collide – the sectarian backdrop and the theological variation – then one must concede the 
possibility that they are working in tandem to reveal the presence of one or more sectarian 
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variants in 11Q5. Even if future study disproves the presence of the development of 
sectarian variation in the biblical DSS,194 the practice of choosing certain theologically-
relevant variants over other available traditions is worthy of further study, especially when 
there is possible (specifically and uniquely Qumran) sectarian theology behind certain 
interpretations of the chosen variant – and even more so when considered as part of a set. 
As even this small representative of the biblical DSS (11Q5) indicates, there is the 
possibility, even a cautious probability, that there are elements of alteration in the biblical 
texts at Qumran with sectarian implications. It is a small step from identifying sectarian 
implication to implying sectarian intention. 
It has not been my goal with this essay to disprove Ulrich’s statement on the whole, 
nor has it been my intention to prove the presence of sectarian variants in the Dead Sea 
Scrolls – that endeavour is needed, but will demand much broader study over a larger body 
of work than is practical here. What I hope to have accomplished, however, is the framing 
of an argument that demands the removal of the element of certainty and/or the absolute in 
Ulrich’s statement – to cast “reasonable doubt” upon his indictment. I hope also to have put 
forth a simple and compelling argument for the cessation of the practice of assuming non-
sectarian status of unique readings unless proven otherwise. A reading must be judged 
based upon its attributes – and only then categorized. In these instances the burden of proof 
lies with those who would propose either designation with any absolute statement. The 
burden of proving non-existence of sectarian variants in the scrolls may be a great deal 
more difficult due to the sheer number of texts and readings that must be covered, but it is 
no less necessary than for the other extreme; academic principle demands it. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
194 This might be determined, for example, by the discovery of a text containing these variants that 
pre-dates the specific texts under study or the sectarian habitation of Qumran in general. 
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Until such comprehensive studies are carried out, the verdict must remain 
unpronounced – the possibility, even cautious probability, of theological, sectarian 
motivation in redactive activities demonstrated in these writings must be acknowledged 
until definitively identified or refuted. As Ulrich himself states, “Qumran has begun to 
teach us a great deal about the Bible and the history of its text. There is a great deal left to 
be learned.”195 
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